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PREFACE 


Writing a grammar of Old Turkic has for two main reasons proven a 
guite formidable task. The first reason is the sheer size of the corpus, 
which has, during the last decade, kept growing at a breathtaking pace. 
At present, none of the three most voluminous sources, the 
Suvarnaprabhâsa, the Maitrisimit and the Dasakarmapathavadânamâlâ 
has as yet been edited in a way integrating all available manuscripts. 
Especially the DKPAM, with its lively narrative containing so many 
specimens of direct speech, will no doubt further contribute to our 
knowledge of the language. As it is, I was not even able to work myself 
through all the extant published material so that, in principle, surprises 
in any section of the grammar are still possible. The only thing I can 
say is that such surprises have come less and less often during the last 
months. 

Another reason why this task has proven to be a formidable one is the 
number of articles which appeared over the years on various 
phonological and morphological matters relevant for the guestions 
which I have tried to answer. Although | have unfortunately been able 
to take this literature into account only to a limited extent, many will 
feel that I have indulged too much in argumentation with colleagucs, 
thus giving various passages the air of papers in a joumal. The fact is 
that I have, in many sections, felt the need not only to state my views 
but also to justify them as against competing opinions. This motive may 
sometimes also have led to an overaccumulation of examples, making 
reading difficult. However, those wishing to continue research into 
various topics will, I think, be thankful for a wealth of material which 
will, hopefuliy, help them reach their own judgements. 

I would encourage colleagues to come forth with their criticisms. One 
domain which should be further developed is tense and aspect. Another 
matter which | have left for others is a detailed appraisal of the sources 
from a dialectological and diachronic point of view. The work will be 
attacked for having handled such diverse sources as the Orkhon 
inscriptions, Uygur Tantric literature and the Outadgu Bilig in a single 
grammar. This approach is, I think, at present justified by the fact that 
not all isoglosses seem to fit into neat bundles. Where mss. in Sogdian 
script share several linguistic features with the Outadgu Bilig, where 
Orkhon Turkic forms and constructions find their specific explanation 
in Uygur patterns, it would be highly counter-productive to split up the 
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description. The present work is in any case guite unlikely to be the last 
word on the grammar of Old Turkic. Or so | hope, expecting this book 
to attract new scholars to this domain of research. 

The passages guoted should not be mistaken for editions; for exact 
and full rendering of the texts the reader is referred to the work of the 
editors, or better to the facsimiles of the mss. as far as Uygur is con- 
cermed: Most of these are now readily available in excellent guality on 
the internet and all the ones extant in Germany will be available in the 
foresecable future. Within the VATEC project participants from Berlin, 
Frankfurt and Göttingen are undertaking an electronic reedition of 
Uygur manuscripts, offering a full transliteration, a transcription, 
interlinear morphological analysis, a German or English translation and 
a full thesaurus. In the present grammar | have — to enhance readability 
— sometimes felt free to tacitly disregard small lacunae, to spell out 
words which scribes traditionally write in abbreviated form (e.g. with 
missing vowels) and the like, especially in sections dealing with syntax. 
The runiform inseriptions deserve better documentation than is publicly 
available to date. 

I should apologize for not having offered interlinear morpheme and 
lexeme analysis of words and interlinear translations, which would have 
much enhanced usability for readers not all too familiar with Turkic. 
Doing that would, however, have lengthened the volume by hundreds 
of pages, making its publication impossible. 

Irina Nevskaya and Mark Kirchner read carlier versions of the book 
and offered valuable remarks (generally heeded — but not always). Peter 
Zieme helped with information on ms. readings when these could not 
be obtained on the internet, Mehmet Ölmez did some work towards 
preparing the word index, Jens Peter Laut pointed out grave 
inconsistencies in my text references. I would like to express my 
gratitude to these dear friends as well as to Patricia Radder from the 
Brill publishing house, who put enough pressure on me to bring the 
work to an end, but not too much for me to despair of it completely. 
And last, but not least at all, to Yona — for support during the last 
twenty years. 


May 2004 Marcel Erdal 


CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTTON 


Since prehistoric times, pastoral nomads roamed the Eurasian steppe 
belt while hunters and gatherers populated Siberia, the vast stretch of 
land to the north of this belt. South Siberia, with its fertile regions as the 
Minusa valley, served as meeting ground for these two types of cultures 
as well as attracting invaders from afar. Accounts about the inhabitants 
of these regions can be found in written documentation left to us by the 
Chinese, the Greeks and others who used writing before they 
themselves did so. Archeology also has uncarthed much about them and 
will no doubt bring more to light in the future. Some of these ethnical 
groups were İndo-Furopecan or, more exactiy, Indo-lIranian and 
presumabiy also Proto-Tokharian. Others no doubt were Turkic or akin 
to the Turks: Chinese sources report towards the middle of the 6" 
century A.D. that people with this name had a sort of monopoly on iron 
mining in the Altai mountains. The modem or recent groups now 
lumped together as Pal&o-Asiatic must have been indigenous to North 
Asia. In addition, some Uralic groups, coming from Western Siberia 
and North Eastern Europe, probably moved into this part of the world in 
fairly early times, as also Mongolic and Tunguz groups, which, 
however, came from the cast. Although the languages of these peoples 
by all available evidence differed in genetic affiliation, their shared 
environments and their contacts over time must have generated various 
sorts of affinity among them as to material and spiritual culture and, 
indeed, anthropological characteristics. Through confederations among 
Central Eurasian ethnical units as well as the subjugation of one group 
by another, political entities were created, as a result of which culturally 
or linguistically differing groups found themselves within larger states. 
Language contact and convergence are among the normal results of 
such processes. 


1.1. Early and Proto-Turkic and Altaic 


In this book, which deals with language, we are interested in linguistic 
identity, in this case in ethnicities speaking varieties of Turkic; not in 
anthropological or cultural identity as documented in descriptions by 
neighbouring societies or uncarthed by archacologists, nor in ethnical or 
political identity as emerging from the accounts accumulated among 
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nations in Western or Fasterm Asia. Whether such early North Fast 
Asian peoples as the Xiung-nu, Centrals Asian peoples as the Wusun or 
Fastem European peoples as the Huns spoke Turkic languages is not 
known; their identity is therefore irrelevant for the intents and purposes 
of the present work. When differing tribes shared one political fate 
cither of their own will or after having been incorporated into some 
framework by force, they would, in the course of time, converge in 
various ways, not only administratively but also culturally and 
linguistically. Thus, tribes not being Turkic by origin might have 
adopted some form of Turkic language or dialect, modifying it even 
while adopting it, whereas some Turkic tribes may have given up their 
Turkic idiom. What interests us here is linguistic identity to the 
exclusion of all other ways in which ethnic groups can be labelled. 
Turkic-speaking state elites would have made their variant of Turkic 
into the national language, sometimes causing other (Turkic or non- 
Turkic) groups to use it, perhaps as a written language, beside the idiom 
they themselves spoke; this may have been the case in the Khazar state, 
for instance. On the other hand, Turks could well have had to use some 
language beside their own if they found themselves in a political, 
ethnical or cultural constellation in which some other language 
occupicd the central position; or, alternately, they may have used 
another language for writing purposes instead of beginning to write 
their own: For instance, the Turkic military elites of the Ghaznavid and 
Sâldük states (starting with the 10th century A.D.) wrote Persian or 
Arabic but no Turkic. Thus, the identity of the elite of the first Türk 
empire (6th-7th centuries A.D.) is of no interest to us here as long as 
their only text which (at present) is known to us! is a Sogdian 
inscription, no possible Turkic etymologies being available for any of 
the titles mentioned in it. Similarly, it would not make much sense to 
try to delimit an ethnic identity which spoke Proto-Turkic, although 
Proto-Turkic is a useful linguistic tool worth constructing (or 
“reconstructing”). 

Turkic does start to become tangible as a linguistic entity at least 
around the beginning of the Christian era, when neighbouring nations 
leam and document words which we can identify as being clearly 
Turkic (by morphological shape, for instance): A case in point is the 
term suvtlag “watering place?, found in early Chinese sources,? where 


! The Bugut inscription, written around 580 A.D.: See Kljastornyj & Liv$ic 1972; 
latest readings in Yoshida & Moriyasu 1999. 
2 C£ Schmitt 1971. There were several places of this name, one of them being Kâğğar. 
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at lcast the suffix is definitely Turkic.? The matter is often not as simple 
as in this case, in that foreign documentation often consists of titles, 
which tend to get passed from one language to another: If, in Hungary, 
the Avar ruler was called kaganus, this by itself does not mean that the 
Avars were Turks: As it happens, the source of this title appears not to 
have been Turkic in the first place, and it was also borrowed by other 
Central Eurasian nations. Some further evidence may indicate that the 
Avars spoke some form of Turkic. 

The Turkic languages are genetically fairly close-knit although they 
have, of course, diverged in time (and, in certain cases, converged). 
Reconstructing the hypothetical Proto-Turkic language through the 
genetic comparison of the Turkic languages seems to be a feasible goal, 
but work in this direction has been slow, sometimes marred by 
dilettantism: Much of it took place in the Soviet Union, where too much 
weight was put on modem evidence at the expense of carlier stages of 
the language. Scholars have put much less energy and thought into a 
model of inner-Turkic genetic affinities than into the Altaic problem: 
the guestion whether the great number of lexical and grammatical units 
and typological traits which Turkic shares with the Mongolic group of 
languages and, to a considerabiy lesser extent, with the Tunguz 
languages, Korean and Japanese points at a genetic relationship or 
whether it is attributable to borrowing, copying activity or coincidence. 
This guestion, which deserves collective treatment by specialists for the 
different languages and language groups, will not be dealt with here.“ 
What is certain is that a lot of the contact involving the copying of 
specific items in all domains of language between Turkic and Mongolic 
on the one hand, Mongolic and Tunguz on the other hand took place 
before the peoples speaking these languages began putting them into 
writing. It is therefore in any case useful to speak of “Altaic languages” 
as a term covering at least these three language groups; as an arcal term 
if not as a genetic one. Turkic and Mongolic may well be related 
genetically (my knowledge of the other languages is guite insufficent 
for me to make any statements in this respect) but adeguate serious 
research on the nature of their relationship is still lacking. 


3 Not to be confused with */Xg, which is found also in Mongolic. The symbol * here 
used marks nominal juncture, whereas - is used to indicate juncture between verbs and 
their suffixes. 

4 Structural affinities with a non-Altaic language group (pointed out in a review, Erdal 
1997) will be dealt with in the near future; cf. further Erdal 1998 for the domain of verb 
formation in Turkic and Mongolic. 
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The carliest discovered documents written in Central Eurasia are Indo- 
European and Chinese. When, in the 6th century A.D., the first Türk 
kaghanate was formed in present-day Mongolia, its rulers appear to 
have used Sogdian, an Iranian language, for writing.i At about the same 
time, the Turkic-speaking Khazars formed a state in the Turkic Far 
West, in an area roughly bound by the Caucasus, the Ural river (called 
Yayik in Turkic, Ağığ in Greek sources) and present-day Ukraine. 
Runiform inscriptions discovered in this region and further west were 
presumabiy inscribed some time during the second half of the first 
millenium A.D.. They can be attributed to the Khazars, to the Avars, to 
the egually Turkic Pechenegs or Bolgars or to other Turkic ethnic 
entitites, but interpretations proposed for them are unsatisfactory and 
doubtful. 

The earliest readable, understandable and datable Turkic texts are the 
official inscriptions of the second Turk kaghanate, the Orkhon 
inscriptions, the first of which appears to have been from slightly before 
720 A.D.; the runiform alphabet in which these inscriptions are written 
was deciphered by Vilhelm Thomsen in 1893. The age of the 
inscriptions found in South Siberia near the upper Yenisey river, most 
of which are in the same script, is not known for certain; some of them 
may well be older than the Orkhon inscriptions. The Bactrian mss. from 
Afghanistan edited by Sims-Williams (2000a) contain a number of Old 
Turkic words and word groups; they are no doubt linked to the 
domination of the Western Türk after they vanguished the Hephthalites 
together with the Sassanians. The carliest of these documents have been 
dated to the first half of the 7” century; they are thus the earliest sources 
containing Old Turkic phrases (and not just single terms): These words 
and phrases (e.g. /apaglig “revered, reverent” in a document from 640 
A.D.) are clearly in the same language as other Old Turkic sources.* 
Through their appearance in the West Asian part of Turkic expansion, 
the term “East Old Turkic” used by Johanson (2001 and elsewhere) to 
refer to this language is made obsolete, if it is to apply to any directiy 
documented language: Old Turkic as here described was presumabiy, 
with minor variation, used in West Turkestan as well (which is, after 
all, where Oarakhanid was spoken), and all the way south to Bactria. 


> See above, and footn. 1. 

“ kinğuy “gucen, consort” may actually be more archaic than Old Turkic kunduy in 
view of the shape of the source of this term in Early Middle Chinese; the Bactrian ms. 
in which kinZuy appears seven times in reference to a Khaladj princess is dated to the 
year 711, which makes it contemporaneous with the Orkhon inscriptions. 


INTRODUCTLON 5 


The carliest accessible Turkic sources in Eastern Europe are the few 
sentences left to us by the Danube Bolgars, which (like Bactrian) are in 
Greek writing and belong to the 9” or 10” centuries:7 While all early 
Asian documentation represents a single fairly close-knit language, the 
sparse and difficult Danube Bolgarian material is aberrant, represents a 
different idiom and is not taken into consideration here. Nor are the 
Volga Bolgarian inscriptions, which date from the Middle Turkic period 
(13-14 century); that corpus as well represents a different language 
than the one described here.3 To this material one might add words 
borrowed from varieties of carly and middle European Turkic into 
Hungarian. This rich evidence is important for the reconstruction of 
Proto-Turkic and but unlikely to yield specific evidence for the 
language dealt with in the present work. Kâğgari in the 11” century 
gives linguistic information on a number of Turkic dialects or languages 
of his time; see Brockelmann 1921 and Dankoff & Kelly 1985 on this. 

The corpus of extant Turkic is convenientiy divided into three periods, 
old, middle and modem. The end of the Old Turkic period was brought 
about by the impact of the Mongol invasion in the 13“ century, which 
covered everything from South China to Poland and Hungary, from 
Easter Siberia to Syria and Central Anatolia. mvolving the whole of 
the Turkic world, it at first put most of the Turks to flight, breaking up 
social structures and rearranging ethnic geography. Subseguentiy, most 
Turkic groups were engulfed in the boundless Mongol empire and its 
successor States, in which they were usually the culturally and 
ethnically dominating though not the leading element; this had the 
effect of enhancing inter-Turkic linguistic contact and leveling. During 
the Middle Turkic period, which was ushered in by this upheaval, most 
of the Turkic world became Islamic; except, that is, those parts of it 
which were dominated by China and later by the (Mongolian) Kalmyks. 
Islam brought about greater literacy among much of the Turkic world. 
The Easter part of Chinese Turkestan, Gansu, Mongolia and Southem 
Siberia including and cast of the Altay range remained outside the 
influence of Islam. In this castern and north eastem part of Asia, Turks 
went on adhering to Buddhism or to varieties of Shamanism, partly 
influenced by Buddhism. Im Eastern Europe there were also Christian 
and Jewish Turkic-speaking groups, but very little written material has 
survived from them from the early Middle Turkic period; the 14" 
century Codex Comanicus is one important Christian Middle Turkic 


7 See Erdal 1988 for one important such source and its relationship with the Danube- 
Bolgarian inscriptions. 
8 See Erdal 1993 for the Volga Bolgarian corpus. 
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source (in Latin characters). Middle Turkic is, on the whole, 
characterized by two or three written languages in the Islamic literary 
tradition, often guite distinet from the dialects and languages spoken by 
the authors, evolving over time and actually varying from author to 
author and indecd from manuscript to manuscript. However, the sources 
of this period practically from the beginning show a clear division 
between four ethnically and geographically distinct dialect groups 
crystallizing into written languages: Eastern Turkic, Kipchak, Bolgarian 
and Oguz. 

Northem and central parts of all this were then gradually incorporated 
into Russia. The Modern Turkic period starts around the middle of the 
19 century, when scholars such as Castren, Vâmbâöry, Raguette, 
Böhtlingk or Radloff described as yet unwritten Turkic languages and 
dialects of High Asia. At about the same time, Christian missionaries 
initiated the alphabetisation of some of these languages with the 
purpose of spreading their faith; this is how the first sources of Chuvash 
or Shor were printed. Travellers such as Stralenberg or Pallas had, since 
the 18” century, supplied the scholarly world with some preliminary 
information about such languages. By the end of the 19” century 
Kazakh, Azeri or Ottoman authors were increasingiy making their 
written languages look like their speech. For languages like Tatar or 
Turkmen, parting from the Arabic alphabet in the 20” century was the 
decisive step into a relatively faithful representation of national tongues. 

Old Turkic as described in this book comprises all extant texts written 
in early Asian Turkic as well as phrases appcaring in sources in other 
Asian languages such as the Bactrian mss. (Sims-Williams 2000a) or 
Mahın. Since early Ewropean Turkic is practically nonexistent as an 
unstarred entity, no confusion can, we think, come from using the term 
“Old Turkic? to refer not to an abstract stage in the history of the Turkic 
languages in general, but to a specific language once spoken in central 
regions of Asia, and delimited by the corpus which represents it. My 
use of the term “Common Turkic” is explained in the following section. 


1.2. The Old Turkic corpus and its paris 


This book deals with the remains of what was written down in the 
Asian domains of the early Turks, which consists of three corpuses: 

1) Two hundred odd inscriptions in the Old Turkic runiform script, 
presumably 7“ to 10” century. These were discovered mostly in present 
day Mongolia (the area covering the territory of the second Türk empire 
and the Uygur steppe empire following upon it) and in the upper 
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Yenisey basin (the domains of the Oirgiz and Cik tribes) in central 
South Siberia. A few readable runiform inscriptions were discovered 
further west, in the Altay mountains all the way to the lIrtysh river, 
sporadically all over present-day Kazakhstan and Kirgizstan (here 
especialIy in Talas, the capital of the Western Second Türk kaghanate) 
and the north casterm part of Chinese Turkestan; see e.g. Vasil'ev 
1976/78 for a short survey. Most of these are epitaphs, but some are 
mere graffiti on prominent rocks by the side of main roads. There also 
are some objects (e.g. coins, mirrors, bricks, a spindle whorl, bowls) 
inscribed with the same script. Many of the runiform inscriptions from 
Mongolia are official, but most of the other ones stem from common 
(though sometimes obviously highly regarded) individuals. 

2) Old Uygur? manuscripts from the castem part of present-day 
Xinjiang and Gansu (China), from the 9“ century on, in the Uygur, 
Manich&an, runiform,!9 Brâhmi, Sogdian, Syriac, and Tibetan scripts. 
Most of them are kept in Berlin but there are collections also in London, 
St. Petersburg, Paris, Kyoto, Stockholm, Helsinki, Ankara, Istanbul and 
China itself; a few pieces have landed elsewhere. The Uygur ms. corpus 
is by far the most extensive among the three. Much of it consists of 
Buddhist, Manich&an or Christian religious material; there are also 
legal documents such as contracts, personal or administrative letters, 
medical or astrological treatises, glossaries, folkloric sources and prose 
and verse narrative texts. Approximately three guarters of the whole 
corpus consist of Buddhist sources (mostly belonging to its mahâyâna 
branch). Manichacan sources make up less than 109/4, but most of these 
are relatively old. The Christian texts are the least numerous and do not 
seem to be particularly carly. The present description tries to base itself 
in principle primarily on mss. thought to antedate the (mid-13" century) 
establishment of Mongol rule. Sources from the rule of the Yuan (i.e. 
Mongolian) dynasty were by their authors meant to be in the same 
language as carlier sources, however, and can be difficult to tell from 
carlier ones. 

Uygur scholars nowadays broadIy distinguish three stages: The pre- 
classical stage including most of the Manich&an material but also 


9 We will, henceforth, use the term Uygur to refer to Old Uygur as being described 
here, rather than to Modem Uygur now spoken in Xinjiang, Kazakhstan etc., or to 
Middle Uygur as documented from Ming and other pre-modern sources. 

10 There is sometimes some confusion regarding the linguistic assignment of the 
runiform mss., e.g. in Johanson 1998: 85: These are written in the same language as the 
rest of Xinjiang Uygur (within which there are dialect differences); the language of the 
runiform inscriptions of the Uygur Empire found on steles in Mongolia is, on the other 
hand, practically the same as that of Orkhon Turkic. 


8 CHAPTER ONE 


Buddhist texts like the extensive Sângim ms. of the Maitrisimit; the so- 
called koine!! stage, including e.g. the translations made from Chinese 
by the team of Sinko Sali Tutun or the DKPAM, and, thirdiy, the late 
Uygur stage which we find in Tantric texts like UigTot. Criteria for the 
linguistic dating of Old Turkic sources were first offered in Erdal 1979 
(a reformulation of a section in Erdal 1976). The topic was 
subseguentiy taken up by several scholars, fullest by Doerfer 1993. We 
will come back to the guestion of relative dating within Uygur further 
on in this section. 

3) 11 century Turkic texts from the Çarakhanid state: In Arabic 
writing, the Owadgu Bilig, a poem consisting of six thousand odd 
couplets by Yüsuf the Chamberlain,!? and the Divânu lugâti ”-Turk, an 
Arabic-Turkic lexicon and encyclopedia featuring morphological, 
derivational and dialectological notes, by Mahmüd of Kâğgar.!? Land 
sale documents in Uygur writing found in Yarkand!# are the only direct 
Turkic Muslim ms. evidence from the period, since the three OB mss. 
and the only ms. of the DLT are not autographs but somewhat later 
copies. Mahmüd also guotes forms from dialects other than his own, the 
DLT thus serving as carliest evidence!i for other carly varieties of 
Turkic. Material from other varieties is, in general, excluded from the 
present work: Oarakhanid grammar is close enough to Uygur grammar 
to make a single description for both corpuses meaningful, which is not 
necessarily the case with other material guoted in the DLT. Features of 


LI This term (used by Röhrborm and Laut in a number of their publications at least 
since 1984) is, I think, unfortunate, as it is misleading to outsiders: Greek kov means 
“common?; koinö didlektos was the name originally given to the relatively late, post- 
classical variety of Greek which was mostly based on the lonian dialect and replaced 
practically all the (other) Greek dialects to serve as common language not only to 
Greeks but also to others who came under their sway or adopted their culture. The 
variety of Uygur which is, I think, better just called “Classical? or “Standard” is a stage 
in the development of the language and of its spelling when it had established relatively 
strong and clear norms. The language apparentiy was, at this stage, spoken more or less 
as it was written, Which was probabiy no longer the case for Late Uygur sources. 

2 Edited by Arat (1947), translated into English (With important notes) in Dankoff 
1983. Tezcan 1981 will also be important for a better edition in the future. 

3 Dankoff & Kelly 1982-85 is an edition of the Turkic (transcribed and transliterated), 
couched in an English translation of the Arabic parts of the text. 

14 Erdal 1984. 

5 The reliability of the DLT cannot be wholly taken for granted in this specific matter, 
as Mahmüd was not, of course, a field researcher in the modem sense; but his evidence 
does seem convincing. Most of the information supplied by Kâğgari on the dialects has 
not yet been matched with modern and comparative data and there is as yet no 
conclusive investigation of this guestion. 
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other dialects are not, however, disregarded; e.g.: The Oguz cognates of 
âsgâk "donkey?, bus-gak “asthma” and the dative suffix *£4, which lack 
the velars of the guoted forms altogether, are certainly relevant for our 
view on the shape of these Old Turkic elements; they show that âsgâk 
and busgak must have had g and not £ although £ would have been a 
possible reading of what is documented, and that there must, beside 
t*kA, also have been an carly variant dative suffix *g4. koymaniz and 
kiymayiz, which are in DLT f0l.289 guoted as Oguz and Kipdak forms 
for the negated 2" person plural imperative, are relevant for Turkic in 
general, because they show that /d/ > /y/ had taken place in at least 
some Early Turkic dialects already in the second half of the 11” 
century, and that -(X)y-/4r had not been generalised to all early dialects. 

The legend of Oguz Kagan, which is considered to be in Old Turkic 
e.g. by Serbak 1961 and in the DTS, is written in a form of Chagatay, 
a stage of Turkic which is guite different from Old Turkic and much 
later. Buyan Âvirmâk, a text stretch found at the end of the 18" century 
Petersburg ms. of Suv, was added at a very late stage and cannot be 
called “Old Turkic? either. Nor can the 12” century Atabatu *I-Hagâ”ig, 
which should be considered to belong to Middle Turkic though its 
composition took place in the Çarakhanid realm. A weakness of 
descriptions of Old Turkic by Soviet scholars was that they described 
Uygur together with such Middle Turkic sources, taking all of them to 
be expressions of a single language. Among the three mss. of the OB, 
ms. A is from the Timurid period; its content is not evidence for the text 
except when considered together with mss. B and C. R.R. Arat had, in 
1947, published an edition of the OB based on all three mss.; not 
knowing this edition or disregarding it, Soviet scholars guoted each of 
the three mss. as if cach were a Çarakhanid source by itself.'6 

The three source groups mentioned constitute all the carly written 
remains of Common Turkic!7 in so far as they can be read at present: 
Many short inscriptions discovered west of Chinese Turkestan and 
South Siberia, e.g. in the Altay region, are hard to decipher: Where 


16 Thus also in the DTS. Such errors can have long-lasting influence. E.g., Anderson 
2002 gives kir- as an inchoative auxiliary verb, guoting a phrase “sevâ kirsâ' for “KB 1 
42” from Sderbak 1961: 153. It turns out that this is a reference to what ms. A alone has 
in OB 403, while the other ms. extant for this passage has something guite different. 
There is no other “evidence” for kir- as auxiliary in Old Turkic. 

17 1 here use “common” in the sense of “ordinary”, to refer to what Schönig 1997: 119- 
120 calis “Norm Turkic”. Schönig there uses “Common Turkic? to refer to the diasystem 
* “diadictionary? which is the lowest common denominator of all Turkic languages; this 
is a concept for which I have no use and which is no? what I have in mind. The term 
“Norm Turkic” sounds, I feel, too normative. 
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aberrant forms have been read, there is the possibility of misreadings. 
Turkic words and phrases found in sources in Bactrian, Sogdian or 
other Indo-Huropean languages of Asia sometimes constitute useful 
material on what is clearly the same language. Non-Bolgarian forms of 
Middle Turkic appear to be relatively close to Old Turkic, allowing for 
dialect differences mostly already attested in the DLT. Their 
predecessors may thus not have been very different from Old Turkic, 
though the language of most Middle and Modern Turkic sources does 
not go back directiy to Old Turkic as we have it documented in the 
corpuses mentioned above. If some modem Turkic languages seem 
much too aberrant to go back to dialects closely akin to Old Turkic, this 
is often due to substrates or adstrates. 

Old Turkic is not identical with Proto-Turkic, nor is it the ancestor of 
Common Turkic in the sense that (Vulgar) Latin is the ancestor of the 
Romance languages. bân *P, e.g, is still retained in Modern Turkish, 
but the Bilgâ Kagan and Köl Tegin inscriptions from the banks of the 
Orkhon river have only mân, the assimilated secondary form. buyur- “to 
command? has in Old Turkic (including Orkhon Turkic) been replaced 
by yarli(g)ka- but lives on in practically all Turkic languages outside 
Siberia and is the source of the Old Turkic title buyruk. ud- “to follow? 
survives only in the Oguz languages, but the adverb udu “following, 
after”, which is common in Old Turkic, must come from i1t.!8 Various 
Common Turkic features have dropped out from Old Turkic: The -g4n 
participle, which is alive in practically all Turkic languages, had 
disappeared from most of Old Turkic except in a few petrified forms 
(and in some sources written in Sogdian writing); the -gAy form, which 
is used as future or with content related to epistemic mood in a great 
number of Turkic languages including Uygur, had disappeared from 
Orkhon Turkic, though there are some examples in the Yenisey 
inscriptions. Proto-Common Turkic would also have had an element 
related to Turkish değil for negating nominal predicates. Nor can 
-(A)lIm for the 1“ person plural hortative have been primary, since a 
number of Common Turkic languages also have -(4)// and -(A)// as 1“ 
person exclusive or inclusive or some such meaning; the additional # 
clearly comes from general 1“ person marking and -(4)// may have 
been the original form.!? Extending our scope of “Old Turkic” beyond 


18 İn view of its limited documentation, xd- could, in principle, also have come from 
udu by back-formation. 

19 This is a matter mentioned also by Doerfer 1975-76: 9, who writes: “Atu. is, so to 
say, not the grand-father of all modern Ctu languages but their grand-uncle. It shows 
some specific (dialect) features.” 
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the Orkhon inscriptions, we find additional secondary features: e.g. 
vowel roundings after onset b in words such as bür- “to come to an end, 
be perfected?, buzagu “calf” or bulit “cloud” in runiform mss., whereas a 
number of modem Turkic languages have the original unrounded 
vowels; also, e.g., words starting with m < b when the next syllable has 
a nasal. Verbal forms like k£od-ma-y-lar “don't put (pl.)” are also 
secondary, as is the alternative form in -m4-y-Xz which, as already 
Kâsgarı says, was used by the Oguz. The ancestor of Common Turkic 
(as a theoretical construction) was, in any case, probably guite similar to 
Old Turkic in many respects. Old Turkic must therefore be taken note 
of as a very central ingredient of any reconstruction of Proto-Turkic (the 
ancestor, that is, of Common Turkic, Khaladj, Chuvash etc.). Another 
important source for this reconstruction is evidence from Mongolic. 

Due to some of its characteristics (e.g. the hortative in -(4)//m, the 
future in -dÂdl instead of -g4y), Doerfer 1975-76a: 83 thought that 
Orkhon Turkic was especially close to Oguz Turkic; other scholars 
e.g. Tezcan) have also subscribed to this view, which deserves further 
consideration. 

The three corpuses mentioned above represent a coherent group of 
fuzzy dialects differing most in the lexicon (as they belong to different 
cultural domains), certainly also in morphology and in some ways also 
in phonology. Syntactic differences may in part be due to the fact that 
the corpuses contain different textual types, but also reflect the gradual 
Turkification of much of the population using Uygur, and historical 
development. Translations, which constitute most of our corpus 2 
(though by no means all of it), were, in particular, carried out by bi- 
lingual committees. Corpuses 1 and 2 are not dialectally homogeneous; 
phonic and grammatical differences between the corpuses are probably 
not greater than those found within them. Geographical dialects can 
hardiy be worked out within group 2, as mss. for public use would 
travel and be copied by scribes differing in dialect;7! personal 
documents are relatively short and rather repetitive. Phonic and 
morphological differences are not as great as to necessitate distinct 
descriptions for different texts or text groups. Nevertheless, our 


20 Johanson 1998: 85 writes about the language of the Orkhon inscriptions: “Though it 
exhibits some features that are later typical of Oguz, it may well be taken to represent a 
Common Turkic that has not yet split into Oghuz, Kipchak and Uyghur.” This is clearly 
mistaken. 

21 Some features possibly characterising the dialect of Khotan are mentioned further 
on in this section. See Doerfer 1993: 3 and the reference given there to work of Bazin 
for the exact coordinates of places where mss. and inscriptions were discovered. 
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description cannot pretend to be based on a homogenous corpus but 
will, where deemed appropriate, include observations on dialect 
variation and diachrony as well. We will straightway mention phonetic, 
phonological, morphological and syntactic features with which scholars 
have tried to characterise the variatlon between the different texts; 
detailed discussion of these features will then take place in the different 
sections of the grammar dealing with the elements affected. The 
differences within Old Turkic are by no means greater than e.g. within 
Old Greek. 

There are, however, some clear differences even between the runiform 
inscriptions from Mongolia: Tui has bân as independent pronoun but 
uses mân within the verb phrase, while KT and BO have mân 
everywhere; SU from the Uygur kaghanate again has bân as 
independent pronoun, however, and Taryat (also Uygur kaghanate) 
even has bân following a verb form. These differences can be gualified 
as “progressive” vs. 'regressive” as they do not fit into the 'carlier” / 
“later? scheme which Doerfer 1994: 111 tries to apply to them. He there 
(p.109) also shows that it is the KT and BO inscriptions (and SU from 
the Uygur kaghanate) which most often do not leave /e/ implicit but 
write it as i, whereas the earliest inscriptions Tu, Ongin and KÖ on the 
one hand, the Uygur inscriptions Tariat and Tes on the other, practically 
always leave it unexpressed. It is again (same work, p.110) KT, BO and 
SU that always write /e/ out as Y in open syllables, and again KT and 
BO which show the sound change |yâJ > (ye| in the beginning of the 
words yâg “better”, yâgirmi “20”, yâr “place” and yâfi “seven”. 

Several linguistic criteria can serve to distinguish between language 
forms within Uygur, cither as dialects or as historical stages. The fate of 
carly Old Turkic / has been much discussed in the literature and is 
here dealt with in section 2.33; all agree that its retention as a distinct 
phoneme (as in Lena Turkic) is archaic. It converged with /w in the 
Argu dialect as documented by Kâğgarı, but there are hardiy any traces 
of such a feature in any variety of Uygur: It will be found in section 
2.33 that “anig” < aiig “bad? and “könür-” < kölür- “to burn (tr.)”, given 
as only examples in the literature for NY turning to N, can in fact be 
read as gü(i)g and kölür- in all instances referred to. I have founda 
single possible exception, mentioned below. In most Uygur texts, all 
words containing /fi/ in runiform sources appcar with /y/. Where Uygur 
texts have both NY? and Y in these words, such as kanyu — kayu 


2 This distinction later led to the generalization of the person category in verb forms. 
23 Small capitals are used for transliterating Semitic alphabets. 
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“which? both found in the (early) London scroll of the Sökiz Yükmâk 
Yarok (TT VD, we take cither the language to have been in transition to 
the progressive variant with /y/, or scribes whose language had already 
lost // to have made copies from mss. which still had /f/, introducing 
the change sporadically. im Oguz Turkic // becomes /yn/ (with a vowel 
intruding between /y/ and /n/ when demanded by syllable structure) but 
this does not (except in the word koü > koyn “sheep') happen in Uygur. 
All of Uygur can therefore be characterised as a bundle of y dialects, 
like many of the Turkic languages today; the runiform mss. are a 
possible exception, and there is the exception of some mss. in Sogdian 
script, where we seem to find a clear instance of anig; see further on in 
this section for that. I£, as pointed out by Röhrborm 1983, the Sângim 
ms. of Maitr exclusively has /W > /y/ but on the other hand all the 
characteristics of carly Uygur texts, this should come as no surprise: 
The copyist of this ms. was more efficient than e.g. the one of the 
London scroll of TT VI in doing away with instances of /ny/; had the 
latter?s personal language not already undergone the process, he would 
not have made the replacement at all. 

Additional characteristics which are used for the distinction between 
dialects or between pre-classical and classical sources (depending on 
the viewpoint) are the presence of the converb suffixes -(X)p4n or 
even -(X)pAnXn instead of or beside -(X)p (all dealt with in section 
3.286); the use of the case ending *d4 and not *-din to express ablative 
meaning (discussed in section 4.1106):;25 the inscriptional use of the 
projection participle in -sX£ where all mss. except the Xw use -gU and 
-gUlXk instead (sce all three in section 3.284);:26 the appearance of low 
unrounded vowels in the genitive, instrumental and accusative?7 case 
suffixes and in the accusative allomorph for the 3“ person possessive 


2 A dash before a suffix signifies that the base is a verb stem; the plus sign signifies 
that it is not. Vowels placed in brackets are dropped when the base ends in a vowel; 
consonants in brackets, as in t(5)/(n), are dropped when following upon consonants or 
under other conditions specified in the grammar. Capital letters in transcriptions of suf- 
fixes refer to archphonemes, realizations being specified in the phonology; see section 
2.51 for the realizations of /X/, /U/ etc. The letter X refers to a vowel archphoneme in 
transcriptions but (in slightly smaller font) to a Semitic consonant letter (he/h, Tepre- 
senting /k/ and /g/ in back vowel contexts) in transliterations. |xJ is a velar fricative. 

2 The presence of the variant *d4n is clearly also relevant to chronological and 
dialectological guestions. 

26 İn the runiform inscriptions -gU appears only in one or two lexemes while -gUlXK is 
used twice in a proverb; these forms would have survived from an even earlier stage of 
the language. 

27 This suffix and other suffixes containing /g/ get lowered also in texts which are by 
no means carly, by adjacency with this consonant; see section 2.402. 
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suffix, in the 1“ and 2"İ person singular and plural possessive and 
perfect suffixes, the 1“ person singular and plural and 2" person plural 
volitional suffixes, the converb suffix -(X)p, the formatives */Xg and 
*sXz and the passive suffix -(X)/-, which all generally have high vowels 
(section 2.24):25 the appearance of /$/ as s in one ms. (discussed in 
section 2.35); rounding in verbal inflexional affixes in some mss. in 
Sogdian script and two others, discussed further on in this section; the 
appcarance of the instrumental suffix as *(X)n and not as *(İ/n (g.v. in 
section 3.124); the non-nasal shape of -JXy as e.g. kâl-tig “you came? in 
PafcFrag 192 which accords with similar realisations of /1/ as /g/ in 
runiform inscriptions (as discussed in section 2.34); the distribution of 
the participles in -(X)g// and -(X)gmA (in productive use only in early 
texts; see section 3.282) and the (mostly agentive) forms ending in 
-gUdI and -dAĞI (discussed in sections 3.113 and 3.282): The Orkhon 
inscriptions have -dAdI (-mAĞI in the negative) as future suffix while 
the rest of Old Turkic has -g4y. Opinions have varied on whether 
differences concerning such criteria may be indications of dialects” or 
of different stages of the language or both. Doerfer 1993, who devoted a 
monograph to the topic of the dating of Old Turkic, uses 30 
characteristics for this purpose, some of them graphic (sce section 2.1), 
or in the phonological, the morphological and the lexical domains. 
Many Manich&an texts appear to be pre-classical, but the Pothi book 
(TT MI etc.) and one or two other mss. have clear signs of lateness. 
Among Buddhist texts, the Sângim ms. of the Maitr, the London scroll 
of TT VI, BuddhBio and another section of a Buddha biography edited 
in UT 4-7, possibiy the KP text“ and (not noted hitherto) the 


28 The lowering appears also in bar-am “livestock” formed with the formative -(X)m, 
attested in MIll nr. 6 MIr7, ina ms. belonging together with MI 7-17 and ManFEız |. 
The feature of lowering is assigned to the Oguz dialect by Kâğgarı but in Uygur itisa 
variable characteristic of early sources where /a / are not conditioned by specific 
adjacent consonants. If Kâğgari is right this may mean that there was an Oguz influence 
on carly texts, or that the Oguz were relatively numerous among the Manich&ans. It 
would also go well with the idea that there is a special Oguz — Orkhon Turkic 
connection, as Orkhon Turkic influence on the language of the inscriptions of the Uygur 
Kaghanate is obvious. 

29 One should here remember that the distribution of dialects need not be geographic 
but can also be linked to communities. The Arabic dialects spoken in Baghdad in the 
first half of the 20” century by Muslims, Christians and Jews, e.g, were guite distinct; in 
one town in Western Persia Jews and Christians spoke two dialects of Neo-Aramaic 
which were not even mutualiy intelligible. 

30 This ms. appcars to be, more than some other sources, a late copy of a guite carly 
text by a rather sloppy copyist, who not only made a number of mistakes but also 
introduced some very late forms towards the end. 
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Vairocana fragment TI D 200 (Mainz 774) last edited by Zieme ina 
footnote in 4oF VT! (1981): 242 show signs of being early. BuddhKat 
was by its editors Maue & Röhrbom declared to be pre-classical 
because it has low vowels where the standard ms. write high ones and 
has several examples of the *d4 form serving in ablative meaning. On 
the other hand -s4 as conditional suffix instead of -s4r and kârâk 
“necessity, necessary? instead of kâörgâk as well as the haplology of 
syllables containing /1/ are late or at least progressive features. Vowel 
lowering in BuddhKat has no significance in this matter, however, as it 
takes place only beside /g/ and //. Whether *d4 never serves in 
standard Uygur texts in the constructions found in BuddhKat needs to 
be checked. Cf. the following: The Maitr (both major mss.) shows a 
number of ablatival locatives, one instance of the converb in -(X)pAn 
and two in -(XW)pAnXn (the Hami ms. has at least two additional ones of 
the latter), a few instances cach of -(X)em4 and -(XWe// and, asa 
spelling feature, a number of instances of // spelled in both front and 
back contexts with K alone. The pre-classical features of the London 
scroll of the Sâkiz Yükmâk Yarok, edited in TT VI, are the lowering of 
vowels, six instances of kanyu “which? beside 12 instances of kayu, 
more than 20 examples of anig (presumably to be read as any(i)g; cf. 
the end of section 2.33) and of a derivate, instances of the superfluous 
alef, the *dA form used as ablative and productive use of -(Wgll. 

Some fragments of mss. written in Sogdian script (edited by D. 
Fedakâr) clearly show a distinct dialect: They have some loss of 
pronominal *7* (e.g. san*itda) as found in Eastern Middle Turkic and 
in the Southeastem group of modern Turkic languages and the phrase 
öl-gântdâ kurtul- “to be saved from dying?, with the participle in -gAn 
used as event noun. A conspicuous feature of these fragments is the 
vowel rounding in inflexional suffixes when adjacent to a labial 
consonant (kurtgar-dum, tap-un-tilar, ömgân-üp; taktumuz, si-dumuz, 
bacama-dumuz); cf. section 2.402 for more details on this process. The 
possessive suffix *XmXz is replaced by -UmUz and the preterit suffix 
-dXmXz by -dUmUz also in one ms. of the Xw, and the ms. Pelliot 
Ouigour 2, HamTouHou 18,7 has the forms #ilâdümüz istâdümüz. This 
latter is a letter written in Khotan (as the text says); that particular Xw 
ms. and the mss. in Sogdian script could therefore also reflect the 
Khotan dialect.3! On the other hand, anig “bad”, damaged but visible in 


31 âvigâ “to his home” in HamTouHou 18,4 is not necessarily an instance of the loss of 


pronominal n, as “WXLYK” for ogliya “to his son” in 1.10 shows that the ms. spelis // as 
K: /g/ would have been spelled as X in a back-harmony word. The genitive form minig 
for mânin “mine” in 1.6 probably has the same explanation. The 2” person imperative 
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a fragment in Sogdian script, shows that what we have here is a rare 
instance of the so-called n dialect (see section 2.33). Both -dUm andü> 
n are, according to Kâğgarı,3? characteristics of the speech of the Argu; 
these Sogdian script mss. may therefore also represent this dialect. 
Another noteworthy feature of the Sogdian script mss. are several 
examples of an extended form of the 3'İ person imperative (e.g. artama- 
zuni), found also in the OB. We know that Argu was spoken in 
Balasagun, and Yüsuf, the author of the OB, was born in this town. This 
as well should therefore be an Argu feature. A further feature shared by 
the Sogdian script mss. with the OB are the fused impossibility forms 
(alumadi < ali umadi, alkumaz < alka umaz). Balasagun was in West 
Turkistan; this proximity to the original homeland of the Sogds may 
explain their Sogdian pal&ography and spelling characteristics. 

On the other hand, the Sogdian script fragments have also retained the 
pre-classical feature of sporadic and unconditioned vowel lowering. 
Laut 1986 considers a Buddhist text to be pre-classical also when it has 
Indian loans in Sogdian shape and adds a further criterion for early 
dating: the introduction of superfluous a/e/s, not in the onset and 
unjustified through any likely pronunciation before vowels within 
words; e.g. yig'if “young man” or av'uc (the name of a hell called avici 
in Sanskrit). For these two reasons he also adds the SP to his list of pre- 
classical texts, although it lacks all other criteria. Superfluous a/efs in a 
Manich&an text and in the Sângim ms. of the Maitr are given in Laut 
1986: 69-70; instances in mss. in Sogdian script are listed by Fedakâr in 
UAJb N.F. 10(1991): 93-94 (to be used together with the glossary in 
UAJb N.F. 14(1996): 196-201 and the transliterations). The lowering of 
unrounded high vowels is apparently egually common in the Sângim 
and Hami mss., though not necessarily in the same words. 

Gabain in several places expressed the view that the texts written in 
Brâhmı script constitute a dialect of their own. According to her they 
are characterized by (among other things) p in the onset of words and 


plural form read istâglâr in the same line is not necessarily an instance of /n/ > /g/ 
either, as it can also be read as is/(â)ylâr. 

32 The DLT (fol.504) ascribes the pronunciation bardum, kâldüm (vs. bardam among 
the Oguz and bardim among the other Turks) to the dialect of the Argu. 

33 Gabain 1976 expresses the view that this 97 is the possessive suffix but there seems 
to be no sense in that. I could imagine that it is a truncated /d/ “Let gol”, comparable to 
English “Let him do this”. /4- also serves as actionality auxiliary for energetic action 
which became morphologised in some modern languages, and should also be behind the 
9I which we find at the end of imperative forms of certain Khaladj verbs. As Doerfer 
has shown in various places, Argu as described in the DLT shares several linguistic 
features with Khaladi. 
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by o in non-first syllables. These sources do indeed seem to use p and b 
indiscriminately in onset position; however, this may have been caused 
by influence from the Uygur writing system, which spells all (bJs with 
the letter P. As for o and ö in second or subseguent syllables, that 
appears also in texts in Tibetan writing like the catechism from 
Dunhuang (BuddhKat) and in the hippological glossary in southem 
Brâhmı (Wordlist) and reflects, we think, general Uygur pronunciation: 
The Uygur, Manichean and runiform writing systems do not 
distinguish o from ö and w from ü in any case. Are there any explicit 
differences which distinguish Brâhmi texts from others? Such is, for 
instance, the syncopated spelling of the suffix *-(//dUrXk, which appears 
as t(İYdruk in sakaldruk “throat strap on a headstall? and kömüldrüx 
“breast strap?” in Wordlist, and boyontrok in TT VII A (Northern 
Brâhmi): Sources in both the Uygur and Arabic scripts consistentiy 
spell the suffix with explicit W after the alveolar. There is an instance or 
two where a stem-final i appears as ö in a converb form in -(X)p. 
BuddhKat, a guite carly text in Tibetan script, has other relevant 
characteristics: the conditional in -s4 instead of -s4r, otherwise 
documented e.g. in Uygur medical texts (which were presumabiy 
written more carelessiy than, e.g., religious texts), the haplological 
dropping of syllables featuring an /r/. BuddhKat and three medical texts 
in Brâhmi have kârâk instead of kârgâk, while even very late texts in 
Uygur script practically always write kârgâk. kârâk is also what we find 
in Oarakhanid sources and also as a loan word in Mongolian, already in 
the (13” century) Secret History. Rather than pointing at a different 
dialect, such traits show that texts in Indic scripts stayed outside the 
written norm and reflected characteristics of the spoken language; the g 
of kârgâk probably dropped away from the dialect(s) underlying Uygur 
already in the 10” century. 

As for the syntactic characteristics of Brâhmı sources, these appcar to 
emanate from the fact that some of them follow the syntactic structure 
or just the word order of their source text, and sometimes even its 
morphological structures3* rather slavishly. Unusual syntax need not, on 
the other hand, always be the result of direct copying even in translated 
texts. In Christian texts, for instance (e.g. the first textin Ul or the 
Christian one in ChristManManus), the finite verb is less often at the 
end of the sentence than in other sources and relativisation is more 
right-branching with conjunctional particles than left-branching with 
participles. These features may, however, also have been characteristic 


34 Late Sanskrit, the source of some of these texts, is prone to extensive compounding; 
moreover, it expresses even predicates in a preponderantly nominal manner. 
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of spoken language, Central Asian Christians possibly being less bound 
by the written norms of mainstream society. 

In general, the degree of the slavishness with which Uygur texts 
follow their sources is a parameter worth watching in all texts. 
However, guite a number of Uygur texts are not translations but ad hoc 
communications (e.g. letters); others are original creations or 
paraphrases (expansions or summaries), and even translations often 
contain interpolations and alterations of the translator. 

Criteria for lateness are aya and muna as datives of ol “that” and bo 
“this? instead of ayar and muyar (discussed in section 3.132); the 
introduction of helping vowels beside /r/ and metatheses mostly 
involving /r/ such as ödrâm < ârdâm “virtue” (section 2.406); the 
appcarance of idi “master” as iâ or igâ; the change yarligka- “to 
command etc.” > yarlika-; the change of the causative formative from 
-X- to -7f- (section 3.212) and the change of the vowel in the converb 
and aorist suffixes used with this formative from /V to /U/ (see section 
3.233 and especially Erdal 1979b and 1986 for this and for the next 
item); change in other aorist forms such as âlir-ir “he/she leads” > 
elfitür, bil-ir > bilür, al-ir > alur, ögir-âr > ögirür etc.; the change 
from accusative to nominative when postpositions govern nouns with 
possessive suffixes or pronouns (section 4.21); the replacement of the 
accusative suffix -(X)g by its pronominal counterpart *4/ (section 
3.124); the regularisation in the negative conjugation found in -m4d/ 
(future) > -mAdAdI and -mAdOk (perfect and evidential) > -m4Aml$ 
(section 3.232); kârgâk “need”, âsgâk “donkey? > kârâk, âsyâk; -sAr > 
-SA as the conditional suffix (section 3.287); the change of the 
imperative particle from g/ to gUl;” birlâ “with” > bilâ(n) (section 
3.32); burun “nose” > “before? (attested e.g. in burunski “carlier” in 
Suv); counting by the higher decade replaced by counting by the lower 
decade (section 3.14), and ayig “bad” > ayi when used with the meaning 
“very”. One other conspicuous matter is the free alternation in late texts 
between # and d, sand z and, in the scripts where it can be observed, £ 
and g replacing carlier (e.g. runiform) adherence to cither the voiced or 
the unvoiced consonant.39 Doerfer 1993: 115-119 mentions that this 


35 We take -gUl to have fused from -gU ol, a marker of impersonal mood, but in some 
of its instances it appears in parallelism with g//; the matter is not completely clear. 

36 As Zieme 1969: 23 notes in connection with the Pothi book where such confusions 
are especially prominent, they are referred to as “Mongolisms? because they generally 
appear during Mongol domination (Which is rather late as far as Old Turkic corpus is 
concerned); he does not, however, draw the conclusion that the Pothi book must be late. 
Occasional confusions such as sâgiz for sâkiz “eight” in the Xw are called “irrtümliche 
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phenomenon does not occur in Oarakhanid and explains why it must be 
due to contact with Mongolian and the way that language was written. 
These processes did not all occur simultaneously, nor did they all 
automatically apply to texts we know to have been late: Knowledge of 
the standard language clearly lingered on into Yuan times, to varying 
degrees with different individuals. We have already noted the rather 
carly appearance of the truncated variant of the conditional suffix -sAr 
and of kârâk as “necessity, necessary?” in the catechism in Tibetan 
writing. The fact that medical and astrological texts have such 
phenomena more than late religious texts shows that they mark 
progressiveness, supressed when writing or copying something 
venerable. 

What should be kept in mind in this connection is that the spelling of 
written texts, especially when adhering to a norm, rarely exactiy 
reproduces one to one the pronunciation of the people who write them; 
fluctuations often reflect a conflict between the means put at the 
writer's disposal by the writing system and how he thinks the words 
should be pronounced, as well as between /is pronunciation and 
traditional spelling. If the London scroll in TT VI 89-90 shows thrice 
the spelling örkligin yorigli and once the spelling ârkligân yorigli, the 
chances are that the scribe thought that 1) consistence was not 
important, 2) neither spelling the word with a/ef'nor spelling it with yöd 
was fully appropriate for his purpose (which may or may not have been 
directiy linked to what he would be pronouncing). We know from 
phonetic recordings that pronunciation can also fluctuate freely, but this 
is not the only determinant of spelling. Some of the traits thought to be 
phonic may be due to graphic fluctuations preceding standard spelling, 
or to texts outside the spelling traditions. Laut's (1986) explanation for 
the inconsistent and uneven nature of the evidence is that the texts as we 
have them represent the result of alterations by copyists under the 
influence of their own dialect.37 I agree with this and have said as much 
in connection with the 7 > y process. 

Uygur texts which have Arabic, New Persian or Mongpolian loans or 
change /d/ to /y/ e.g. in kaygu < kadgu ,sorrow', kayit- < kadit- ,to 


Schreibungen”. Zieme explains their generally rare occurence in Manich&an texts by 
the traditional care which the Manich&ans showed in the production of mss.. 

37 Pp.61-62. He thinks the changes were deliberate, arguing against R.R.Arat who 
considered them to be accidental. The correction from baslag to baslig visible in the ms. 
in Maitr 73v20 is no proof, however, as the copyist may, in this particular case, have 
been trying to prevent a misunderstanding: ba$*-/ig could have been misunderstood as 
basla-g, which also exists. 
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retum (intr.)” should not be considered to be part of the Old Turkic 
corpus: Proto-Turkic /d/ has been preserved as an alveolar in some 
Turkic languages to this day, so that the presence of the feature /y/ < /d/ 
(When preceded by a vowel in the same stem or suffix) is a dialect 
characteristic no less than a sign of lateness: It is, in fact, documented as 
such already by Kâğgarı (f0l.289), who states that the Oguz and Kipğak 
say koy- instead of kod-. mscrOuig, an Uygur inscription from the year 
1334, is an example for a text which has Persian and Mongolian loans 
as weli as this sound change. 

Sources range from imperial inscriptions to personal letters sent to 
family members and graffiti scribbled by travellers on rocks. After the 
Mongol invasion, the differences between the language of texts 
intended for public and especially for religious use and that of the 
private documents grew, the former being conservative and showing 
more of a dependence on foreign sources. For the period described, it 
appcars that the progressive texts are guite close to the spoken 
language,?5 the vital vehicle of an expanding society, guickly replacing 
the last vestiges of local Iranian and Tokharian vernaculars in all 
spheres of life. Stylistic differences and registers are discemible: 
Personal letters, medical texts and scribblings represent a colloguial 
language with consonants and morphology progressive in a few points, 
a few consonant elisions and word order even frcer than otherwise. 
More formal language was, however, just as real? in its use. The 
distinction between registers does not, of course, apply only to an 
overall classification of sources, but also to the presentation of 
utterances within narrative texts, to the polite reference to the addressee 
in the plural, to lexical devices, to address verbs marked on the 
politeness scale and the like. 

The texts show some code switching: When a stretch in a non-Turkic 
language is included in an Old Turkic text, we do not consider it to part 
of our corpus ifit contains a predication, i.e. if it is a clause, a sentence 
or more. One example is the Parthian sentence Man astar hirza 
,Forgive my sins!* repeatediy found in the X“âstvânift. This text is the 
Manich&an confession prayer; pronouncing the sentence is part of a 
ritual and not meant to serve communication with humans. A similar 
case are dhâranis (incantations) included in Buddhist texts, which make 
no sense in Uygur (and sometimes not in any other language cither). 
Another situation arises when communicating individuals are bilingual 


38 1 see no reason to agree with Tenisev 1979 and scholars following his views on the 
matter, who think that the language spoken by the Old Turkic population is substantially 
different from their written language. 
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in the same two languages; this makes switching possible from one into 
the other. Examples are the Turkic—Sogdian texts edited by Hamilton & 
Sims-Williams or Turkic—Chinese land sale contracts published 
recentİy. Code switching will be relevant for Old Turkic syntax in case 
it happens within one sentence, if, e.g., a foreign clause is included in 
an Uygur sentence. Foreign stretches are not, in any case, relevant for 
Old Turkic phonology: The /h/ which we find in the X“âstvânift 
formula, for instance, cannot be considered to be one of the Old Turkic 
phonemes. The situation is different for loan words: /enxwa ,lotus*, e.g., 
was clearly used freely in Uygur; the onset /1/ and the cluster xw at the 
syllable onset must therefore have been within the competence of users 
of this language, at least for the register concerned, and assuming the 
word was pronounced as it was written. 

In naming the Old Turkic corpus or parts of it, scholars” practices 
sometimes differ from our formulation. For some, Old Turkic" is only 
the language of the Orkhon inscriptions and does not include any Uygur 
or even the runiform inscriptions of the Uygur Steppe Empire.?? Others 
group the texts of the A dialect together with the inscriptions, calling 
this ,Türkü' or ,Türküt'. Some exclude Oarakhanid from Old Turkic, 
assigning it instead to Middle Turkic. The view that the variants of Old 
Turkic as listed above should be taken to be alike unless explicitly 
shown to be different has become the standard among scholars 
specialising in Old Turkic. This view is not shared by all scholars, 
however: Im his (1980) review of Tekin 1968, e.g., Benzing proposed 
that the verb oki- “to call etc.” should in Orkhon Turkic be read as 
*okki-” because the velar retains its voicelessness in the northwestem 
Turkic languages (where single voiceless consonants become voiced 
between vowels). No Uygur source writes “okki-, however, although 
Uygur does not follow the Orkhon Turkic practice of spelling geminates 
as single consonants: Benzing did not consider the possibility that 
Proto-Turkic may have had *okki- and that the geminate could have 
been simplified in Old Turkic including Orkhon Turkic. This was not 
necessarily the case and the Orkhon Turkic verb may indeed have been 
pronounced with a geminate, left implicit in the writing. This would 
mean transporting Proto-Turkic into Old Turkic, however, and I think 
scholarship should better assume coherence among the (rather close) 
dialects of Old Turkic in every matter for which the data do not prove it 
to be otherwise. The present work tries, among other things, to provide 


39 Thus e.g. Johanson 1979 : 8. The fact is that none of the sub-corpuses is really 
homogeneous. 
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such distinguishing data; that, e.g. -yOk is not used in runiform inscrip- 
tions, used in the Manich&an texts Just as participle and put to general 
use only in Buddhist texts. This type of remark, or the reference to 
phenomena as “late” or 'early”, are scattered throughout the work. The 
discovery of relevant features for Old Turkic text classification is still 
going on, and we have not attempted any synthesis on this topic here. 


1.3. History of research 
1.31. Sources 


We can look back to more than one century of research into Old Turkic, 
initiated by W. Radlows edition in 1891 of the OB ms. in Uygur 
writing” and especially by W. Thomsen”s decipherment of the runiform 
script in 1893. Runiform inscriptions had been discovered by travelers 
to Siberia centuries carlier, and then by Fins exiled to that country and 
by Russian archeologists; they were made accessible to the scholarly 
world in 1892, through drawings and facsimiles in Finnish and Russian 
publications. In the first 50 years of research, runiform inscriptions 
were edited by Thomsen himself, by W. Radlov, S.E. Malov, G.J. 
Ramstedt and others. Orkun 1936-41 is a collected reedition of all this 
material. A great many short runiform inscriptilons were then 
discovered or rediscovered, edited or reedited in the Soviet Union, 
mostly by D.D. Vasilev, I.L. Kyzlasov, S.E. Kljastornyj and I.V. 
Kormusin. Lists of runiform inscriptions can be found in Vasil'ev 
1976/78 and Sertkaya 1984. 

The Uygur corpus of Old Turkic was made available by Russian, 
Japanese, German, British, French and Swedish expeditions to Kast 
Turkestan and Gansu, the grcatest number of mss. reaching Germany. 
The writing itself was known in the West at least since Klaproth 1820. 
The task of editing the sources discovered since the turn of the century 
is still going on, the first editors being F.W.K. Müller, A. v. Le Cog, W. 
Bang, V. Thomsen, W.W. Radlov, P. Pelliot and G.J. Ramstedt.*! 
Between 1920 and 1970, Uygur texts were edited foremost by A.v. 
Gabain, and also by S.E. Malov, G.R. Rachmati (subseguent name R.R. 
Arat), T. Haneda, M. Mori, N. Yamada and Ş. Tekin. In recent decades 


40 The ms. edited by Radloff is actually the latest of the three existing mss. of this 
source and shows certain characteristics of Middle Turkic. Even this ms. is, however, 
certainiy closer to Old Turkic than Chagatay sources, which Thomsen and other 
scholars otherwise had as guidance for their texts. 

41 Scholars are listed more or less in the order of their importance in this domain. 
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the activity of editing Uygur mss. (mostly in Germany, but also in 
Japan, France, Turkey, the Soviet Union, the United States, China and 
Finland#) expanded greatly; published dictionaries (sce below) 
simplified the work, knowledge of the language was decpened, texts 
were routinely published together with their facsimiles and a growing 
number of source texts was identified.* The publication of facsimiles is 
becoming less necessary as the great majority of Uygur sources is now 
becoming accessible on the internet. 

C. Brockelmann and B. Atalay contributed much to the constitution 
and interpretation of the DLT, the former writing several papers on 
various aspects of this source and presenting its lexical material in 
dictionary form, the latter editing the text and publishing it with index 
and facsimile. R.R. Arat edited (1947) the three extant mss. of the OB 
in what attempts to be a critical edition of this extensive source. 
Dankoff & Kelly (1982-85) presented the definitive re-edition of the 
Turkic elements in the DLT, translating the Arabic matrix text into 
English; Dankoff”s (1983) translation of the OB is, in many points, a 
highly successful reinterpretation of the text. 


1.32. The Lexicon 


Most Uygur texts published until the 1970s were accompanied by 
glossaries. Brockelmann 1928 is an index to the DLT, an invaluable 
source for our knowledge of the Old Turkic lexicon in general. This 
work was useful for scholars working on Uygur and inscriptional 
sources, though based mostly on the faulty edition of Kilisli Rifat 
(1917-1919). This makes it inferior to Atalay's glossary to his re- 
edition, which itself is now superseded by vol. 3 of Dankoff & Kelly 
1982-85. The year 1931 saw the appearance of the Analytischer Index 
by Bang & Gabain, which unites the (corrected) lexical material of TT 
I-V and of two other texts edited by the authors. Caferoğlu 1934 is the 
first dictionary to unite the material of all the Uygur sources (including, 
runiform mss.); its second edition (1968) includes Uygur material 
published till 1964. The fourth volume of H.N. Orkun's Eski Türk 


42 Order of listing again by approximate volume of activity. I don't see much point in 
giving a full list of editors; see the index of the UW for their names and publications. 
The most prolific editor is probably P. Zieme, who is in charge of this task at the Berlin- 
Brandenburg Academy of Sciences. 

“3 Religious Uygur texts, which are the majority, are normally translations, reformula- 
tions, expansions etc. of texts in other languages; Chinese, Indic, Iranian or Tokharian if 
the text is Buddhistic, Iranian if it is Manichacan, Iranian or Syriac if it is Christian. 
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Yazıtları and the first edition of Gabain's A/#türkische Grammatik both 
appeared in 1941. The former covers all runiform lexical material 
(including proper names and uninterpreted strings of signs), while the 
latter's glossary is meant to be a listing of all understood lexemes both 
in Uygur and inscriptional Old Turkic. 

The first dictionary attempting to bring together the lexicon of the 
whole of Old Turkic as defined in the present work (i.e. also including 
Çarakhanid Turkic) was Nadeljaev et al. 1969 (the DTS). Clauson 1972 
(the EDPT) has the same scope; both books only cover publications 
which appeared till the early 1960, in spite of their publication dates. 
The EDPT is more sophisticated (e.g. in dealing with the OB) and more 
internally consistent than the DTS and is also useful in guoting Middle 
and Modem Turkic evidence for the entries as well as related 
Mongolian forms, including reference to the TMEN etc.; it is, on the 
other hand, weaker on phraseology, disregards (unlike the DTS) most 
borrowings into Old Turkic and is, furthermore, sometimes prone to 
unwarranted “emendations” to the text. These two works supersede 
Caferoğlu's and Orkun's lexicons. Arat's İndeks to the OB (1979), in 
fact mostly the work of students after his death, contains lexical 
material from this text which is only partly included in the EDPT and 
the DTS, but it must be used together with Tezcan 1981. Six fascicles 
have until now appeared of Röhrborm 1977-1998 (the UW), the most 
recent Old Turkic dictionary. It has, to date, only covered one letter and 
a half, but is highly dependable, exhaustive as far as Uygur is 
concermedi and valuable also because the numerous passages guoted 
for context are reinterpretations reflecting present understanding. The 
OTWE, finally, can also serve for lexical documentation, mostly of 
derived lexemes. The Old Turkic lexicon is, then, still incompletely 
accessible in dictionary form, although the situation is vastly better in 
this domain than (hitherto) with the grammar. 


1.33. Grammar 


When Radlov and Thomsen worked on the runiform inscriptions which 
they published in 1895 and 1896 respectively, understanding their 
grammar appcars not to have been a very difficult task for them: The 
difference between Old Turkic and modem Turkic languages is not 


44 Tt covers only Uygur mss. excluding the runiform ones among them, but includes 
the few inscriptions in Uygur script. Since our knowledge of Old Turkic advances 
continuously, it is natural for details in the UW to need revision already while getting 
published; this is often done in subseguent fascicles. 
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greater than that which we find between the Turkic languages for which 
there already existed good descriptions at the time: the work of Kazem- 
Bek, Castren, Radlov or Böhtlingk, not to speak of the many grammars 
of Ottoman which were readily available. Radlov published his 
Grammatische Skizze der alttürkischen Inschriften already in 1897. The 
first westem scholars dealing with particular aspects of Old Turkic were 
concerned with the sound system; cf. Foy 1900 and V. Grenbech 1902 
on the vowels. The carliest linguistic arguments on Old Turkic were 
those between Thomsen and Radlov and concerned the consonants: 
Radlov thought these should be read as in today's South Siberian 
languages. This was denied by Thomsen (1901; text of a lecture held in 
1897), whose opinion found wide acceptance; Thomsen?s argument was 
based on the OB, a Çarakhanid source. When Uygur mss. were 
discovered around the turn of the 20" century, they were immediately 
seen to have been written in the “same language” as the runiform 
inscriptions, though in a different dialect (or different dialects). 
Thomsen, Müller, Le Cog, Bang and others occasionally dealt with 
points of Old Turkic phonology and morphology in notes to text 
editions, when some suffix needed an explanation: It was only natural 
for scholars to put their linguistic abilities under the service of text 
interpretation and philology and to concentrate their endeavours on 
making a corpus available to the public before proceeding to 
grammatical syntheses. The first publications devoted to the language 
of the Old Turkic sources in general are Foy 1904 (on the fragments in 
Manichacan writing) and Radlov 1909-1912. In the numerous papers 
which Bang published between 1896 and 1934 on various text passages 
or on comparative Turkic grammar, he sometimes expresses ideas 
concerming Old Turkic morphology (e.g. on the collective nominals in 
*AgU and on the onomatopocic verbs in Bang 1919); however, these 
get lost among his endeavours to prove dubious hypotheses concerning 
proto-language. The only other monograph studies which Old Turkic 
scholars of the first generation devoted to language were Thomsen 
1913-18 and 1916 on inscriptional matters, Le Cog's “Kurze 
Einführung in die uigurische Schriftkunde? (1919; to this day the only 
Uygur paleography) and two papers by Brockelmann (1919 and 1921) 
on linguistic aspects of the DLT. 

Beside A v. Gabain, whose 4/#fürkische Grammatik dates from 1941, 
Bang had several Tatar students who presented general Turkic 
dissertations, later emigrated to Turkey and founded philological 
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Turcology in that country:5 G.R. Rachmati (also Rachmatullin; in 
Turkey R.R. Arat), S. Schakir, (later S. Ishaki, in Turkey S. Çağatay) 
and the younger A.Temir. Rachmati's dissertation (on auxiliary verbs 
and converbs in Altay Turkic, published in 1928) was fully linguistic, 
but his significant contribution to Old Turkic studies remains within the 
domain of philology; an important late (1963) paper documents and 
describes orientational terminology. Schakir's dissertation (1933) on 
word formation also covers Old Turkic, and three papers of hers (1940- 
41 and 1943 respectively) deal with Uygur. Gabain continued to 
publish on Old Turkic grammar (1940, 1940a, 1950, 1950a, 1957, 
1964, 1970 on selected topics and the general description in PhTF lin 
1959), but her interest gradually shifted away from the texts and their 
language; her editing activity also ended in 1958. Temir published 
papers on Uygur particles (1949, 1956). K. Grenbech (the son of V. 
Grenbech and a student of V. Thomsen) and A. Salonen were the first 
to deal with grammatical categories and some aspects of the syntax of 
Old Turkic in a general linguistic context (1936 and 1937 respectively). 

Nemeth 1939, Mansuroğlu 1957 and K. Thomsen 1957 (K. 
Grenbech's student) all deal with the origin and nature of Turkic /e/ as 
distinct both from /â/ and /1/ (but not necessarily from /â:/); cf. also 
Doerfer 1994. This topic is highly relevant even now, as none of the 
alphabets used for writing Old Turkic has a special character for this 
phoneme; its existence is therefore sometimes still contested. 

Gabain 1957 deals with another matter which brought about some 
discussion: the so-called *“connective vowels?, thought by many to have 
been reduced vowels introduced to “help pronunciation?; cf. Erdal 
1979a, Doerfer 1981-82 and 1993a and Erdal 1996. The traditional 
view (presented e.g. in Gabain 1941/1950/1974) is that they followed 
fourfold high harmony (G/7/ü/uw), but Doerfer (and, following him, 
Johanson — still in Johanson 2001) have, in a number of publications, 
argucd that these are reduced low vowels (4/â). Doerfer 1993a would 
like to see these introduced into the transcription of runiform sources. 

Kowalski 1949 explores an interesting aspect of Old Turkic grammar 
(as of that of some modem Siberian languages), touching both upon 
verb formation and syntax: the causative of transitive verbs, whose 
meaning can get close to that of a passive. Röhrbom 1972, Nigmatov 
1973, Johanson 1974, Kormusin 1976 and the OTWEF have contributed 
to the clarification of this topic. 


* Before these, Turkish Turcology had been mainly limited to Ottoman studies. The 
founder of the study of the history of the Turkic peoples in Turkey is Z.V. Togan, alsoa 
Tatar. 
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In 1953 there appeared E.R. Tenisev's “Avtoreferat” of his thesis on 
Uygur grammar based on the (Radlov—Malov edition of the translation 
of the) Suvarnaprabhâsa. As far as | have been able to discover, this is 
the first paper since the work of Radlov dealing with the Old Turkic 
language to appcar in the Russian empire and the Soviet Union. Nor 
were any Uygur mss. edited there after a publication by S.E. Malov (the 
student of W. Radlov) in 1932 (as distinct from editions of inscriptions, 
which did go on). The reason for this gap may have been the fact that 
Soviet scholars were already busy enough describing the modem Turkic 
languages spoken in their realm, that such activity seemed more useful 
and that western scholarship was practically inaccessible to Soviet 
scholars. Moreover Tenisev, one of the most fruitful Turcologists 
working on modern languages, wrote only one more paper on Old 
Turkic (in 1971, proposing an explanation for the replacement of $ by S 
in the runiform inscriptions). Research in this domain was taken up by 
other Soviet scholars in the late fifties; we find papers by V.M. Nasilov 
(1958, on nominals), A.S. AmanZolov (1959 and 1963 on the 
government of derived and analytical verb forms), D.M. Nasilov (1960 
on periphrastic modal constructions and 1966 on the form in -yOk), 
M.S. Siralijev (1960 on the etymology of the gerund suffix -XbAn), 
V.G. Kondrat'ev (1961 on the function of the form in -dOk in runiform 
sources) and Sukurov (1965 on the form in -g4//r). Axmetov 1969, 
finally, deals with the whole verbal system of the runiform inscriptions. 
AlI this work, we find, is related to morphology and grammatical 
categories. Then we have Ajdarov 1969 on auxiliary words in the 
Orkhon inscriptions. Borovkova 1966 broached a phonological topic 
with her paper on the labial consonants in Çarakhanid Turkic. 

Scientific discussions taking place in the West were, in those years, 
mainly concerned with vowels. The discussions around /e/ and around 
the “connective vowels? hypothesis which started rather carly have 
already been mentioned. One further vowel problem causing some stir 
was the guestion of whether Old Turkic had long vowels; several 
modern languages have such vowels in inherited Turkic stems and we 
know that Proto-Turkic already had them, but evidence for Old Turkic 
is uncertain. Cf. on this guestion Tuna 1960, Tekin 1967 and Tekin 
1975 (reedition 1995a); the problem is discussed also in some general 
treatises, e.g. in Zieme 1969. Another guestion concems the nature of 
vowels in non-first syllables: Are there the same number of phonemes 
as in first syllables or are there a smaller number of “archphonemes”? 
Does 0/6 appcar in non-first syllables outside Brâhmı texts? Are o and ö 
in non-first syllables allophones of other (high or low) vowels 
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appcaring only after o or ö or are they phonemes? Cf. for this topic 
Clauson 1962, K. Thomsen 1963, Clauson 1966 and Erdal 1996. 
Clauson 1962 was of course also concerned with a number of other 
aspects of the language, such as word structure, word formation etc.; in 
a sense this is preparatory work for the EDPT. Clauson 1966, on the 
other hand, again limits itself to phonological matters. Pritsak 1961 can 
be be considered to be obsolete though still guoted in Johanson 1979, 
Meyer 1965 discovered the rules which apply for the explicit spelling of 
vowels in the Orkhon inscriptions, and partly also in other runiform 
texts; more attention to this paper would have prevented many a misled 
interpretation of those sources. 

PhTF 1, a handbook bringing together descriptions of most Turkic 
languages, appeared in 1959. Gabain's account of Old Turkic presented 
there is basically a summary of the grammar in Gabain 1941; 
Mansuroğlu wrote the chapter on Çarakhanid. Pritsak 1963, another 
short account of the whole corpus, is guite undependable. To this day, 
Gabain 1941 has remained the standard grammar of the language;“ it 
reappcared, with a few additions and corrections, in 1950 and again in 
1974, m Russia, meanwhile, short general descriptions of the corpuses 
were presented by A.M. Söerbak (1961, dealing with Old and Middle 
Turkic as if these were a single language) and V.M. Nasilov (1961 on 
the runiform inscriptions and 1963 on Uygur). Then came Ajdarov 
1966 on the language of the Köl Tegin inscription and Kondrat'ev 1970 
on the whole Old Turkic corpus. Tekin 1968 and Ajdarov 1971 both 
describe the language of the Orkhon inscriptions, while Kononov 1980 
describes the runiform sources as a whole. Tekin's work covers all 
grammatical domains of this small corpus in structuralist exhaustive- 
ness and also presents a full concordance of the lexicon including 
proper names as well as new editions and translations of the texts. 
Zieme 1969, which is highly authoritative but remains unpublished, 
deals with the graphemics, the phonology and morphology (but not the 
syntax) of the whole corpus of Manich&an sources (part of which he 
published later). Concerning Oarakhanid there is a description of syntax 
by Abduraxmanov (1967), of the verbal system by Ercilasun (1984); 
Hacıeminoğlu 1996 is a full (but rather superficial) account of 
Çarakhanid grammar. Erdal 1998a is the most recent and concise 
description of the language of the whole Old Turkic corpus while 
T.Tekin 2003 deals with the whole corpus of inscriptional and 


46 In spite of its name, this work deals not only with grammar and related matters but 
also contains an anthology, a dictionary and a large bibliography also covering many 
non-linguistic aspects of the carly Turks” world. 
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manuscript runiform sources (and not only with the Orkhon 
inscriptions, as its title would imply). 

One guestion which has intrigued scientists and become the object of 
numerous publications is the origin of the runiform script. Hypotheses 
have stated cither that it is of Semitic origin, that it comes from tribal 
marks (used on gravestones, for branding animals, to mark domain 
borders etc.) or that it comes from ideograms (e.g. the sign for “g 
looking like an arrow, ok in Turkic). This guestion and the literature on 
it (from before decipherment till this day, e.g. by Emre, Clauson, 
Tryjarski, Pritsak, Röna-Tas, Söerbak and many others) will not be 
followed up in the present work. What we are interested in is the system 
of writing and its relationship to the sound system; two publications on 
this are Kormusin 1975 and Hovdhaugen 1979. Vasil'ev 1983 isa book 
on runiform pal&ography. Much about the runiform, Brâhmi and 
Tibetan writing systems can be found in Röna-Tas 1991; the chapters 
on the use made of the Tibetan and Khotanese Brâhmi scripts is 
especially important. Handbooks such as Gabain 1941 and Caferoğlu 
1969 also have palaographical sections. The early palaography of Le 
Cog for the Uygur script has already been mentioned; cf. also Laut 
1992. Moriyasu has done serious work on the diachronical pal&ography 
of the Uygur script, stating that what he calls the sguare style is found 
only in the pre-classical stage; the other three styles he posits are semi- 
sguare, semi-cursive and cursive, which is always late. 

For the phonological domain cf. Doerfer 1971. We already mentioned 
some of the work on the vowels of Old Turkic. Röhrborm 1996 is about 
synharmonism in foreign words. The introductions to BuddhKat (a text 
in Tibetan writing) and Maue 1996 contain valuable observations to the 
vowel system as emerging from these sources. 

Sims- Williams 1981 should be basic reading for anyone dealing with 
the Old Turkic consonants. Among the consonants the labials were 
discussed by Borovkova 1966 and Hitch 1989, the alveolars by Maue 
1983, the gutturals by Maue 1984 and Röhrborn 1988. Maue's papers 
and Johanson 1979 reflect scholarly activity around the phonetic value 
of the Old Turkic consonants based mainly on the Brahmi sources. The 
latter monograph propounds bold hypotheses also concerning a number 
of aspects of Orkhon Turkic (as stated in several reviews, among them 
Gabain 1982). In the runiform inscriptions, suffixes which have |($J in 
most modern languages are spelled with S, for which Tenisev (1971) 
tried to find an explanation. There is also a Manich&an ms. showing the 
same phenomenon, but Zieme (1969) thought that that was a mere 
orthographical matter. It has been noticed for some time that the 
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opposition between /n/ and /g/ is weak, the latter often replacing the 
former in modern languages, in Orkhon Turkic (cf. e.g. Tekin 1968) and 
in the DLT (cf. the introduction to Dankoff & Kelly 1982-85). 
Hamilton 1977 pointed out that the replacement exists also in some 
Uygur texts connected with the city of Khotan. Doerfer 1995 deals with 
the alternation 7- — yi- in Old Turkic: The author had shown in his work 
on Khaladj that the phoneme /h/, which appcars at the beginning of 
words in that language, must have its source in Proto-Turkic, and that it 
correlates with an unstable onset /y/ in Old Turkic. Here he proposes 
that /h/ be read in these words also in Old Turkic. The fact that the 
opposition between Proto-Turkic /r/ and /7/ is neutralized both in the 
Chuvash-Bolgar branch of Turkic and in the Mongol words 
corresponding to Turkic lexical or gramatical units with /z/ has 
occupicd Altaistic research for some time. An apparentiy irregular 
alternation r — z exists also within Old Turkic, as described, among 
others, by T.Tekin (various publications), Xelimskij 1986 and the 
OTWE. 

A number of scholars, a.o. Röhrborn, Laut, Maue, Shögaito and 
Moriyasu, have in the last two decades dealt with the phonic shape of 
Indic terms borrowed into Old Turkic; this reflects whether they came 
over Chinese, Tokharian or Sogdian, showing the immediate source of 
translations of Buddhist texts, the flow of cultural contacts and the 
degree of Sanskrit erudition of the translators and scribes. 


W. Bang's often adventurous contributions to word formation did not 
guite distinguish between etymology and this domain of grammar; 
indices to Bang's voluminous work would be very welcome. Gabain 
1941 and Rösânen 1957 generally do make this distinction but do not 
distinguish at all between deverbal nouns on the one hand, and 
participles on the other. Kobeğavidze 1972 and the introductions to 
Schulz 1978 and OTWEF (as already Erdal 1976) try to clarify this 
guestion. A systematic listing of formatives can be found in Clauson 
1962. Schakir 1933 and Nigmatov 1971 both deal with denominal 
formation. OTWF might be said to supersede much of what preceded it 
in connection with word formation simply because it was based ona 
much wider material basis. One particular point of that work is 
corrected in Röhrbom 1995, which deals with the nominal use of 
“adjectives?. Doerfer 1982 gives examples for lexical units used as both 
nominals and verbs; that this is possible in Old Turkic grammar is 
denied in Erdal 1976/1991. 
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There are several relatively recent papers on Old Turkic case forms. 
Gabain 1970 constructs a distinction between primary case forms as the 
accusative, the instrumental and the genitive, and secondary case 
suffixes, whose juncture seems to be looser in Old Turkic. The genitive 
and the accusative forms are dealt with by Doerfer (1983 and 1990), 
who thinks that the form of nominals demanded by postpositions is not 
the accusative but an “obligue? stem. T.Tekin 1991 and 1996a are 
papers on Old Turkic case forms motivated by the Altaic hypothesis: 
The first (correctiy) states that the Orkhon Turkic comitative is to be 
linked to a Mongolic case form and not to the suffix */(Xg; the second 
tries (unacceptabiy, I think) to posit an Old Turkic dative-locative suffix 
*A parallel to the Mongolic suffix of the same shape (an idea adopted 
also by L. Bazin). Sertkaya 1992 describes the recursivity of case 
suffixes with pronouns, Erdal & Schönig 1990 the vowel alternation in 
the case forms of demonstrative pronouns. T.Tekin 1985 and Zieme 
1992 deal with postpositions; the former paper is about özâ, in which 
the author finds the dative-locative suffix -4 to which he returns (again) 
in 1996a. Barutçu 1992 deals with the elements £a/fi and nâlök, both of 
pronominal origin and signifying “how, which have very different 
functions. Moerlose 1986 is about the manifold functions of the element 
ulati, which is hard to assign to a part of speech; it is a conjunction only 
in some of its uses. Erdal 199la deals with the Orkhon Turkic 
pragmatic particle gU, found also in some modern Turkic languages and 
in Mongolic. 

Ehlers 1983 discovered how the last decade of every hundred 
numerals is expressed in the counting system of early Old Turkic; Clark 
1996 has a guite plausible theory on the source of that system. 

The morphology of the verbal system is covered well by Zieme 1969 
for Manich&n sources, T.Tekin 1968 for Orkhon Turkic, Ercilasun 
1984 for the OB, by Brockelmann 1919 and Dankoff & Kelly 1982-85 
for the DLT and Gabain 1974 for the rest. Erdal 1979b describes the 
distribution of the vowels of the converb and aorist suffixes in simple 
and derived verbs of inscriptional Turkic and Uygur, Erdal 1986 of 
Oarakhanid Turkic; T.Tekin 1995 shows how some of these are 
explained through Mongolian. Eraslan 1980 describes the verbal 
nominals of Old Turkic, while T.Tekin 1997 focuses on -/Ok. Röhrborn 
1993 tries to delimit the border between the nominal and the verbal 
domain; Röhrborn 1998a proposes âr-gây as etymology for the particle 
ârki. Servağidze 1978 deals with analytical verb forms in the runiform 
inscriptions, Tekin 1996 with two such constructions; cf. also the 


32 CHAPTER ONE 


introduction to Schönig 1996. Servağidze 1979, Telicin 1987 and 
Johanson 1988 are about Old Turkic converbs. 


Syntax is a relative newcomer to Old Turkic studies; what we find in 
Gabain 1941 is morphocentric and rather erratic. Schinkewitsch 1926, 
although dealing primarily with the language of (early Middle Turkic) 
Rabghüzi, refers to syntactic aspects of Oarakhanid, Uygur and Orkhon 
Turkic sources as well and is also important for the way he views 
Turkic syntactic problems. Abduraxmanov 1967 and Nigmatov 1975a 
are general descriptions of Oarakhanid syntax; there is nothing similar 
for Old Turkic proper. 

The first papers I could discover on specific syntactic topics are Ş. 
Tekin 1965 on obligue clauses and Poppe 1966 on nominal phrases and 
nominal compounds; this latter is the topic also of Adams 1981 and 
Röhrbom 1987. Both Adams and Kayra 1994, who deals with 
adjectives and adjective phrases, limit their paper to the Orkhon inscrip- 
tions; by far the greatest volume of linguistic and philological research 
has been carried out on this group of texts, although it constitutes only a 
minute fraction of Old Turkic sources. Uygur uses the suffix -/(Xge to 
form nominal phrases with metaphorical content. These structures were 
first described by Erdal 1976; in 1981 this description was presented at 
a symposium organised by C. Röhrbom, who published only a greatly 
abbreviated version of the paper in 1982. Röhrborn himself dealt with 
the same topic in the 1980 volume of MT, which came out in 1983 
(Röhrborn 1983b). The 1976/1981 text finally appeared in print as part 
of OTWE. Röhrbom 1983a is about the syntactic behaviour of Indic 
loans. Nigmatov 1975 describes the semantic and syntactic functions of 
Çarakhanid case forms. 

Old Turkic verbal government is the topic of AmanZolov 1969, while 
Kuznecov 1971 describes clauses formed with -dOk in the inscriptions. 
Johanson on Turkic “hypotaxis” (1975) and on Turkic converb clauses 
(1995) is concerned also with Old Turkic. Schulz 1978 is a doctoral 
thesis on Old Turkic adjunct clauses. Tuguseva 1986 is an overview of 
nominal sentences with the pronoun o/ as topic or comment. Subaşı 
Uzun 1995 wrote a text grammar of the Orkhon inscriptions. Erdal 
1998b, finally, is about diachronic syntax: It shows how the early Old 
Turkic so-called “construction of two subjects” brought about the 
adnominal nominative construction. 

The use of much of the work mentioned is relatively limited, as it 
does not take the very substantial text editions of the last thirty years 
into consideration; this is especially true of the Soviet Union, where 
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western publications got known with delays of up to a decade. im many 
domains of Old Turkic grammar, Gabain 1974 is still the last word. It 
can be considered to approximate adeguacy only in morphology. Much 
has to be added even in that domain, as some phenomena happen to 
have first come up in texts which appeared more recently. Many 
guestions about the sound system are still open and partly have to be 
given tentative answers; for a number of areas (especially in syntax) the 
description offered below is a first attempt. 


1.34. Dialectology and language change 


Since the beginnings of research into Old Turkic it was clear that there 
are a lot of similarities and also some dissimilarities between the 
language of the different corpuses mentioned in section 1.2. Gradually 
it also became clear that there were some differences within these 
corpuses, both among classes of Uygur texts and among runiform 
inscriptions, whether due to dialect, historical development, different 
sources or style. Bang & Gabain wrote in 1929 inanotetoTTI151- 
152 that there are dialects within Uygur: Referring to what they read as 
the diminutives asnukina and amtikina in that passage, they state that 
carlier Old Turkic # became n in Manich&an texts which, as they 
thought, were mostly written by Oguz Turks, but y in most other, 
mainly Buddhist texts.* In then. to 1. 1826 of her “Briefe der 
uigurischen Hüentsang-Biographie?, which appeared in 1938 (pp. 367- 
369 in SEddTE), Gabain set out her views on this topic in greater detail 
and with a number of characteristics: She now distinguished three 
dialects, the n dialect, the y dialect (for the distinction of which she 
adduced further criteria) and the dialect of the Brâhmi mss., adding a 
short list of sources said to belong to the n dialect. She rightfully 
stressed that the dialects mix these characteristics (a point also made by 
Hazai & Zieme 1970: 132, Gabain 1974: 3-8, Schulz 1978: XIM-XVII 
and Laut 1986: 61), but thought that they predominate one way or the 
other in all texts, making classification into the two groups possible. 
Recent discussion on the guestion of Uygur dialects was initiated by 
Zieme 1969; 173-182 (published with slight alterations as the second 


47 The guestion of the development of early Old Turkic /i/ is taken up in section 2.33. 
There is a contradiction in Bang & Gabain's statement on TT 1 as this text is not, in fact, 
Manich&an. In the UW, these instances are reinterpreted as instrumental case forms of 
*kIyA, i.e. asnuk(i)yan and amtikiyan respectively, while Röhrborn 1981-82: 298 reads 
a$nukica and amtikida. That some Manich&an texts show similarities with the language 
ofthe runiform inscriptions had already been noticed by W. Radloff in 1908. 
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part of Hazai & Zieme 1970), who gives detailed information on all 
(published and at that time as yet unpublished) Manich&an sources 
available to him conceming a number of points and lists some linguistic 
criteria likely to distinguish between dialects as found in mss. clusters. 
Batmanov 1971 tries to find correlations between Old Turkic dialects 
and modern Turkic languages; in this connection it may be mentioned 
that Doerfer 1975-76 and 1975-76a state the language of the Orkhon 
inscriptions to be the carliest stage of Oguz Turkic. In the EDPT 
Clauson (1972; xiii ff.) distinguished between “Türkü”, which he 
conceived of as including Orkhon Turkic as well as runiform mss. and 
Manich&an texts retaining /f/ such as the Xw, and two distinct “but 
closely related” Uygur dialects, “Uygur” and “Uygur-A”. The EDPT”s 
“Uygur? covers not only what is generaliy called by this name but also 
the runiform inscriptions inscribed in Mongolia during the Uygur 
Steppe Empire; Uygur-A was defined by the lowering of high vowels 
referred to in section 1.2. Kondrat'ev 1973, Tuguseva 1974, Tenisev 
1976 and Blagova 1977 discuss the differences between Orkhon Turkic 
and Uygur and try to answer the guestion whether these are dialects or 
different languages. 

Erdal 1976: 10-48 (published with minor changes as Erdal 1979) dealt 
with a set of linguistic characteristics of Old Turkic diachrony as 
distinct from extemal characteristics such as palaography, content, 
explicit dating or the appearance of the document (e.g. whether it isa 
ms. or a block-print, the latter appearing only under Mongol domination 
in the 13“ century). The paper lists a number of linguistic criteria which 
can serve for placing texts into older or younger strata of the language, 
while Zieme 1981 and Bazin 1991 are concerned with extra-linguistic 
dating. Erdal 1979 thought that the appearance of the runiform letter fi 
or the spelling NY in other writing systems is older than the change of 
/W/ to /m/ or /y/ though Zieme 1969; 173-182 had already stated that 
Manich&an texts could have a fluctuation between NY and N. Röhrbom 
1983 thought that fluctuations should be taken to be merely graphic. He 
suggested they should not be seen as a critical criterion for classifying 
texts, the Maitrisimit consistently having fi > y but, on the other hand, 
most of the other criteria for including it into one group with the texts 
which cither write NY or N for //. In a text showing both NY spellings 
and N or Y variants instead of that, the N or Y instances should, he 
proposes, like NY also be read as (üJ. The same premiss could also lead 
one to the opposite conclusions: That the scribe knew the words were 
supposed to be pronounced with (f| but let his own pronunciation, 
which was (Yy), interfere with spelling which reflected conservative 
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practice. Other scholars have also thought about this free alternation: 
Hamilton (in a note to KP) wondered whether there was dialect mixing; 
below we guote the opinions of Arat and Laut on the guestion. 

Tenisev 1979 developed the theory, subseguentiy found reiterated by 
a number of Soviet scholars like also Kondrat”ev 1981, that Old Turkic 
was a written language which was wholly distinct from the languages 
and dialects actually spoken by the scribes: These latter could, he 
thought, have been closer to the carlier stages of modern languages. 
Erdal 1985 shows that alternants existing side by side in the OB and 
chosen for the sake of poetical form are, in fact, real regressive and 
progressive varlants which can be taken to have both existed one beside 
the other in spoken language. 

Important contributions on the history of the Buddhist Uygur corpus 
came from Shögaito 1982, who showed that a small early group of 
Buddhist texts which were linguistically close to Manich&an sources 
had Buddhist terminology in Sogdian rather than in Tokharian garb, i.e. 
that there was a correlation between the path of borrowing and the 
linguistic shape of the Old Turkic texts themselves, and from Röhrborm 
1983. Shögaito thought the spelling of high vowels as low ones in pre- 
classical texts together with the freguent omission of these vowels 
meant that they were pronounced short. This hypothesis (which seems 
plausible) is guite distinct from the “helping vowels? hypothesis, as it 
does not refer only to suffix vowels, and not only to fourfold harmony 
vowels (which are not, after all, the only ones affected). Mauc & 
Röhrbom 1984-85: Teil Il 77-79 stated that differences conceived of as 
being dialectal in fact represent different stages of development. On a 
distinction between pre-classical and classical Buddhist Uygur texts 
based on orthography, types of loan words and some less linguistic 
criteria see especially Laut 1985 and 1986: 59-88. These interpret some 
distinctive characteristics of Zieme 1969 and Erdal 1979 as well as one 
or two others as indications of language change and not of dialects. Laut 
embedded his ideas in history: According to him, the Sogdians first 
introduced the Turks to Buddhism in the 6” century. However, an 
important element in the argument of Laut 1986: 6 has subseguentiy 
proved to be groundless: The word understood as samgha “Buddhist 
community? in the Sogdian Bugut inscription, dated to around 580 
A.D., has now been shown to be the Iranian word for “stone” (i.e. stele), 
sang in Persian.49 Those who, in the second half of the 8” century, not 
only brought Manich&ism to the Uygur Turks when they still had their 


48 The content of the inscription points towards a guite different religious orientation, 
an ancestor cult. 
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steppe empire in Mongpolia, but also got them into adopting this as their 
state religion and had the first texts translated were also Sogdians. More 
recently, Moriyasu has come up with a tripartite chronological 
classification of mss. based on Uygur paleography. As proven by 
Moriyasu 1990, the Uygurs were actually first converted to Buddhism 
through the efforts of Chinese and Tokharians when, vanguished by the 
Kirgiz in 840, great masses of them moved into the Tarim basin and got 
into intensive contact with the Tokharians while others got even closer 
to core China; all major carly Uygur Buddhist texts are translations 
from Tokharian. Another argument which has been raised in favor of 
the precedence of Buddhism over Manich&ism among the Uygurs is the 
Manich&an use of burxan “Buddha? to refer to prophets in general. 
Moriyasu shows that Chinese /o did not necessarily refer to Buddha 
cither; Chinese practice in this matter would have been copied by the 
Uygurs. According to Moriyasu the Uygurs were Shamanists before 
adopting Manich&ism. In view of the scantness of information on the 
actual religion of the early Turkic tribes the term “Shamanism? may not 
necessarily be justified; Moriyasu no doubt simply means that the 
Uygurs were practising their original religion before they (or at any rate 
their elite, one should perhaps say) turned to Manich&ism. 

Doerfer 1993 combined 30 different criteria for the linguistic dating 
of Old Turkic sources but simplifies and distorts matters a little; cf. the 
reviews of Tekin 1994 and Zieme 1994. New research taking numerous 
texts published during the last decade into consideration as well as the 
theories of the 1980s (which Doerfer did only to a limited extent) and 
1990s would be highly welcome. 


CHAPTER TWO 


GRAPHEMİCS, SPELLING, PHONOLOGY AND 
MORPHOPHONOLOGY 


The graphic and phonic component of Old Turkic is here presented in 
the tradition of European structuralism, which uses abstract phonemes 
as phonological units. A phoneme consist of a set of egualiy abstract 
allophones, whose alternation is conditioned by the phonic context. 
Such context can also let phonemes altermate among themselves, 
neutralising oppositions between them. A family of phonemes 
altemating under such neutralisation is called an archphoneme. We 
assume that the graphic data of Old Turkic intend the representation of 
pronunciation; there is certainly no necessary one-to-one 
correspondence between graphemes (i.e. letters”) or grapheme 
seguences and phonemes or allophones, but spelling choices made by 
the writer are not a priori taken to be arbitrary: Solid internal evidence 
has preference over historical, comparative or indirect information. 


2.1. Graphemics 


Old Turkic was written in a great number of writing systems. Most 
sources use alphabets of ultimate Semitic origin, borrowed through 
Sogdian: The Manich&an and Syriac scripts were used by Manich&ans 
and Christians respectively; by far the most common was the Uygur 
script, used by adherents of all religions among the Turks of Easter 
Turkestan. It is a variant of the Sogdian script, which, itself, was also 
put to limited use for Old Turkic. The Yarkand documents, which are 
Çarakhanid, are also in Uygur writing (though with Arabic characters 
as diacritics); Kâsgarı lists the Uygur alphabet, calling it the alphabet of 
the Turks, but both the DLT and OB are written in the Arabic script,* 
the vehicle of Islam. Indic scripts were used much less than the scripts 
coming from the West, the Khotanese variety of Brâhmi and the 
Tibetan script even less than Brâhmi script as used by the Tokharians.ö! 


* Tables showing the actual letters can be found in all the other handbooks dealing 
with Old Turkic. 

59 One of the three OB mss. is in Uygur writing; this is the latest among the mss., 
however, and there now seems to be no doubt that it is a secondary transcription. 

5! There also are a few Uygur seal imprints and one economical text in *Phags-pa, a 
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The sources which use Indic scripts are of great linguistic value, 
however, as these scripts are highly explicit in their rendering of 
vowels. 

The original Turkic script is the one here named “runiform?; it was at 
first named 'runic? because it was thought to be akin to the Germanic 
runes before it was deciphered. Some of its characters look similar to 
ones found in carly Semitic alphabets; this makes it likely that some 
such script (one used, for instance, in the Caucasus, where Turkic 
presence appcars to have been guite carly as well) was known to its 
creator(s). The inconsistencies and complications of the runiform script 
in the voiceless sibilant domain also strongly remind us of the Semitic 
languages. On the other hand, the fact that the vowels |a| or |â| can be 
implicitly understood to be present throughout the word (though not at 
its end) when nothing is written explicitly are a feature known from 
Indic systems. However, the appearance of all other vowels in non-first 
syllables is also left implicit, if they are preceded by a vowel of the 
same class of backness / frontness and roundedness (though not 
necessarily egual in height).? The runiform system is certainly not one 
of akşaras TI is not a syllabic system either, as some have 
maintained,5* although some complex characters have been 
transliterated as “k or as k: These signs (to limit oneself here to these 
examples) cannot be interpreted only as signaling “uvular £ preceded by 
ooru or “'uvular k preceded by #” respectively, since the vowel whose 
presence they imply can also follow them. Moreover, they can also be 
separated from this vowel by /1/ or /1/; thus e.g. yi/ska is spelled as 
yıIlk'A in Tariat E9, SI,2,3 and5 and W2. Similarly, the well-known 
körkt-lüg should in IrgB 18 and 64 not be readas Kkörüklüg' just 
because it is spelled with the “k ligature; nor should Türk, attested since 


writing system akin to the Tibetan one, invented for writing Mongolian; cf. Zieme 1998. 

52 Doerfer in several places (also e.g. 1993: 119) states that whatever is implicit in 
runiform sources is cithera /âorâ / &. This is in accordance with his view that /X/ was 
originally realised not as /(iuüoö/butas/â€/. In fact, however, it is not only /A/ or 
/X/ that remain implicit, but any vowel preceded by another vowel of its own class: 
yükündür- in KT E2 and BO E3 or sökür- in KT E18 and BO E16 are both spelled with 
only the first of their vowels made explicit, e.g., although the causative suffixes have 
the shape -dUr- and -Ur- respectively. See more on this below. 

53 An akşara is a unit of writing of the numerous Indic alphabets. It consists of any 
consonant cluster (even one whose consonants belong to different syllables, e.g. /p, cch 
or nir) * any subseguent vowel (including nasalised vowels and syllabic sonants). 

54 E.g. Johanson 2001: 1724b. The table in T.Tekin 2003: 23 gives three characters the 
readings bas, döm and ki$ respectively; the first of these has, e.g., been read in Taryat 
N3 (twice) and 4. All these are rather arbitrary proposals and seem unlikely. See Erdal 
2002: 64 footn. 38 for “döm”, which is probably merely a variant of >. 
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carly times in very disparate places, be read as “Yürük” only because of 
such spelling.55 Moreover, we find the signs indicating both a consonant 
and a vowel to be used beside explicit vowel letters; e.g. s'w“kws'mls? 
— sokusmi$, t'wt'w“pn' — tutupan, Uw “ki — tükâl in IrgB 2, 16 and 27 
respectively. Tekin 2003: 33-36 lists Orkhon Turkic examples where 
“k, “k and 'k are used beside explicit w, W and y respectively. Such 
spellings do not indicate vowel length, as some have thought, as they do 
not correspond to lengths known from Yakut, Turkmen etc.. All this 
means that the vowel * consonant signs serve only to show the guality 
of consonants when pronounced in the vicinity of particular vowel 
features; they are mere consonant letters and not syllabic in character. 
To sum up, this is an alphabetical system perhaps remotely betraying 
Semitic motivation. It appears that the runiform script was devised for 
writing Turkic or some other language showing a number of the 
typological traits characteristic of the Turkic group: 

a) synharmonism'“ and the presence of the front rounded vowels ö 
and ö, both egually untypical of Semitic, Caucasian, Fast Asian and 
carly Indo-European: The script distinguishes front and back harmony 
in rounded vowels and also in most consonants; there are, e.g,, sets of 
very different-looking characters for front b and back b, front y and 
back y, and so forth;97 we transliterate these as b' and b? respectively. 
Semitic writing systems distinguish only between velar and uvular /k/ 
(k'and 'g) and /g/ (often noted g and g respectively), a distinction 
which has been used for expressing synharmonism in Turkic languages. 

b) no expression of tones, as, e.g., in Chinese. 

c) a preponderance of closed syllables as against open ones, unlike 
Chinese or Japanese: Alphabetical writing systems can be divided into 
1) such that have an explicit expression of vowels in the same chain as 


5 Dispute 3" folio r2-3 has another instance of körk spelled with “K after the /r/, 
wrongly written as k7 in P. Zieme's reedition of the fragment. The word in rl of the 
same fragment cannot, however, be read as körüksüz' and translated as “ugly”: What 
the ms. has does not look to me like Kvrk?sWwz, as Zieme, Sertkaya and Wilkens nr. 
580 write, but bir vk?sWwz; the first character is a bit damaged but clearly seems to 
beb. 

5 A more correct term widely used in Russian Turcology for what is usually (and 
often in this work as weli) called vowel harmony. Harmony does not affect only vowels 
but consonants as well (though writing systems used for the Turkic languages reflect 
this fact less than they might). 

57 yis a palatal consonant, which sometimes fronts vowels beside it. The fact that the 
system provides for a back |y| shows that it is necessarily not meant to serve phonetics 
only, but also the characterisation of syllables as functioning in supra-segmental 
(morpho-)phonological context. 
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the consonants, e.g. the Greek alphabet and the ones descended from it 
or the Germanic runes; 2) akşara systems, in which signs for 
consonants (or even consonant clusters) are kernels around which 
vowel (or other) signs are obligatorily clustered, in Indian or Ethiopian 
alphabets; finally, 3), systems in which the writing of a consonant also 
implies the presence of a vowel beside it, though vowels can also, 
optionally, be expressed explicitly. Such implicit vowels /o//ow the 
consonant in systems used for writing Semitic or Indic languages, the 
character for / also being used to note sound seguences such as /a or fi; 
the runiform system is alone in this third group in implying preceding 
vowels, such as af or ui, when merely writing 4 and not vowels 
following the consonant. This trait of the runiform system is 
incompatible also with the root principle in the lexicon, characteristic 
both of Semitic and early Imdo-Europcan. All coda vowels, on the other 
hand, are written out as separate characters (again unlike the Semitic 
and Indic systems). 

d) A binary distinction of non-nasal consonants at each point of 
articulation, whether it be called voiced vs. voiceless, strident vs. 
mellow or stop vs. continuant etc.; most of early imdo-European has a 
threefold system, Sanskrit a fourfold one and Semitic as well as 
Caucasian languages have even more complex distinctions. Such 
characteristics might also be connected with other Altaic languages or 
with Uralic, but not a single inscription or ms. has as yet been found to 
bear a runiform text in any of those languages.” 

e) Such signs as y', which looks like the half full moon (ay), “k, 
which looks like an arrow (ok) or b”, which has the shape of a tent 
(âb/âv “house, home?) seem to have an ideogrammatic background in 
Turkic (and not, e.g., in Mongolic). 

f) The fact that the runiform alphabet was put to popular use in a vast 
arca (including guite remote Siberian regions) coinciding with the 
roaming grounds of the early Turks, and not outside them, would 
egually speak for an original Turkic creation; the Tangut and Çita, 
e.g., also invented and used their own writing systems. 

Although the runiform script is thus likely to have been devised by 
Turkic groups, the Türk empires which formed in Mongolia probably 
first used the Sogdian—Uygur alphabet, because they were introduced to 
sedentary civilisation by the Sogdians.5? The use of the runiform script 


58 A few runiform ms. texts are in Middle Iranian languages; they were apparentiy 
written by Manich&an Uygurs. 

59 Sce e.g. Laut 1986: 5-7. The first draft of the Orkhon inscriptions may also have 
been written in Sogdian—Uygur script: In KT N7 (though not in the parallel passage BO 
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in the second Türk empire is no doubt to be seen as motivated by the 
return to the Turkic way of life as preached by Tuüokok in his 
inscription, which tried to neutralise the influence of foreign religions 
and cultures as much as possible. The original home (as distinct form 
the ultimate source) of this script may not have been in Mongolia but in 
Central South Siberia; there it was widely diffused and used by the 
population at large, as proven by grave inscriptions as well as some 
scribblings spread over a vast arca. 

The paleography of all of the scripts used for Old Turkic will not be 
dealt with in this work, although what has been published on this topic 
tll now is guite inadeguate. For the time being, Gabain 1974: 9-41 
(which also contains remarks on phonetics) can be consulted for a 
general survey, Le Cog 1919 for Uygur writing, Röna-Tas 1991: 63- 
117 for the Brâhmi and Tibetan systems as applied to Old Turkic and 
Maue 1996: XV-XVTII specifically for Brahmı. We will be referring to 
all of the scripts in transliteration, to all texts in transcription. Onp.l of 
HamTouHou convincing proof is given that, at least in early Uygur 
times, both runiform and Uygur mss. used to be written and read 
horizontally as in the West, not vertically as in Chinese. 

Old Turkic punctuation cannot be taken at face value; runiform 
punctuation has been studied but is still poorly understood; hardiy any 
attention has been given to punctuating principles in Uygur texts 
(though the shape of punctuation marks is often referred to as a clue for 
the scribe's affiliatilon). A future paleography will also have to 
document whether suffixes are linked to or separated from their stem in 
spelling (as done by a few text editors99); separation happens more in 
the nominal than in the verbal domain. 

It is useful that the language we are investigating appcars in so many 
different writing systems, as each one of them is inadeguate in some 
ways or other; all of them leave some phonic gualities unexpressed or 
iregularly expressed even on the phonemic level. One therefore should 
not endeavour to base information about the sounds and the sound 
distinctions represented through a text by referring to that text alone. 
Rather, we have to tum to that writing system which is most adeguate 


E31, which was put to writing some time later) we find the passage bir ugus alpagu on 
ârig, Which must be an error for bir ugu$ alpagut ârig as 1) bir ugus is a guantifier 
which makes on “ten” superfluous, 2) a numeral should not stand after a noun and 3) alp 
and alp*tagut are attested but a collective a/p-*-agu is not and would not suit the context. 
on and / look guite different in runiform script but could look identical in Sogdian— 
Uygur writing, and mistaking one for the other could have caused the error. The 
sentence is interpreted and translated in section 4.631. 
“0 E.g. the editor of TI X on p.9 of her edition. 
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for each particular domain of phonology. We read the vowels of the 
runiform inscriptions as in Uygur, e.g., because Uygur has a much more 
elaborate rendering of vowels than the vast majority of runiform 
sources, and is the dialect aggregate closest to inscriptional Turkic; 
moreover, some runiform texts may not be carlier than the “Uygur 
corpus. İn a few cases, using one script for transcribing a text written in 
some other script could be problematical; here is an example: Whether 
a certain vowel is to be read as |Jo| or as Jul can be determined only 
through instances in the Indic scripts, Brâhmi and Tibetan, beside, of 
course, modern and comparative evidence. It was originally thought by 
Gabain and a few others that the Brahmi sources represent a dialect by 
themselves. If a stem were written with o in a Brâhmi source, were not 
attested in Tibetan writing and if modern evidence were absent or 
conflicting, could we be sure how to read it in other sources, e.g. ones 
written in Uygur writing? 

The Uygur, Manich&an, Sogdian and Syriac scripts do not distinguish 
/i/ and /e/ from /1/, /0/ from /u/ or /ö/ from /ü/: The shortcomings of the 
Semitic system were only partly compensated for by (generally) using, 
in the first syllable, two a/efs for /a/ to distinguish it from a single one 
for /â/,9! and by creating the digraph WY for front rounded vowels. In 
some sources, /0/ appears to have been spelt with two Ws in certain 
single-syllable stems, apparently to distinguish it from /u/. The non- 
distinctions of the Semitic system, which distinguishes between high 
and low vowels in the un-rounded domain but not for rounded vowels,62 
are found also in the runiform script as used in Mongolia. The 
asymmetry in distinguishing frontness only in the rounded domain, 
height only in the unrounded one appcars in both of these otherwise 
guite different systems. Some inscriptions of the Yenisey area are more 
explicit than the Semitic Old Turkic alphabets in having special 
characters for /e/ or /â/; most runiform texts write /â/ with the character 


©l In mss. in cursive writing double and single a/ef are not always distinguishable. 
Onset /a/ isina part of the lexemes spelled with a single a/ef'if two consonants follow, 
e.g. in alp (With alplan- but not alpagut, alpal- or alpirkan-), amra- (with amran-, 
amrak, amraksiz, amrandig, amras-, amrat-), amrik-, amril-, amru, amti, arslan (but not 
arslanlig), artok (beside the variant with two alefS), artu& and artut. This does not 
happen if the second consonant belongs to a suffix, as in a&-mak, and hardy ever if the 
consonants become adjacent through syncopation, as with adr-i/- or adr-ok. alcak, 
aldirti, alk-, alka- (with a single alef in a few early instances of the verb and of 
alkatmi$, alkindu and alki$), alkig, alku and almir are, however, spelled with two alef$. 

62 In Arabic writing, e.g., a is distinguished from i but o is not distinguished from y; in 
general, alif serves as mater lectionis for low unrounded, yâ” for high unrounded 
vowels, but there is only one mater lectionis (wâw) for all rounded vowels. 
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used for /a/. I read the runiform vowels as in Uygur. The Brâhmi and 
Tibetan writing systems show the greatest distinction in vowels, though 
the sources in Tibetan script which we have should be used very 
cautiousily: Their spelling is often strongly influenced by the fact that 
Tibetan itself was not spelled phonetically. Determining the 
pronunciation of what we find in those ms. has to take into account the 
expectations of a Tibetan reader alongside the phonetic values of the 
letters. We have no reason to believe that there was a special Brâhmi- 
dialect (as Gabain did at least at some stage and T.Tekin 2003 
apparenty still does), although the fluctuation in the pronunciation was 
clearly such that there were a number of possibilities (as in any 
language and as shown by variation within Brâhmi and Tibetan 
evidence itself). Authorities on Uygur now agree that Uygur Brâhmi 
was used for the same dialect as Uygur script (a dialect which must of 
course have varied over time and space): Two Brâhmi texts, TT VI 
K“ and O are found in Uygur script as well, and scribes often 
introduced Brâhmı glosses or akşaras into mss. in the latter. Wherever 
a word is attested in Tibetan or Brahmı script, that evidence is fully 
followed here as far as its pronunciation is concerned: Since, e.g., the 
word coming from Skt. abhiseka over Tokharian A and B abhişek is in 
TT VMI D17 spelled as abisik, this is what we adopt (as against “abisek' 
in the UW). The scribe did, after all, have the possibility of writing e in 
the last syllable.64 

lil is spelled with yöd in all scripts of Semitic origin which were used 
for writing Old Turkic, except that we sometimes find it spelled with 
alef in a number of pre-classical texts (sce section 1.2 above), e.g. in 
yalanlar (MaitH XX 1r19) which stands for yalinlar “flames” or, ina 
Manich&an text, kap-ap “snatching? (DreiPrinz 49). This apparentiy 
happens in Sogdian and Uygur writing more often than in Manich&an 
writing; there is no collocational limitation for this spelling. Since alef 
in non-first syllables represents JaJ, a vowel unrounded and posterior 
like fi), whereas fi| is unlike JJ in being fronted, this could be a mainly 
graphic fluctuation, reflecting the intermediate nature of (iJ. In no text is 
/i/ generaliy spelled with a/ef, the most common spelling of (iJ being 
yöd'in all sources. Since, however, there are also some instances of alef 
for Jil, e.g. kâ/tâp and âsid*tâp (guoted in the next paragraph), ig*tsâz 
“healthy? in ChristManManus, Manich&an fragment 19, ördüm-imâöz 
“our virtue?” in Mait or the instrumental form siziks(i)zân “doubtlessiy” 


©3 As yet unpublished; information from P. Zieme. 
64 See the remarks of A.v. Gabain on p.8 of her 1959 edition of TT X. 
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in TT VI 305, the phenomenon cannot be merely graphic but must be a 
real case of lowering.95 Another matter with less phonic relevance is the 
non-writing of vowels in first syllables in such words as #âyri, kârgâk, 
yarlika-, târk, kântü, mân, sân, kâlti “(s)he came', bâlgür- “to appcar', 
kara “black” and others. In original Semitic alphabets, only long vowels 
were explicit in any way, a feature inherited by some other languages 
(such as Sogdian) when using such alphabets. With time, 
complementary systems enabling the explicit expression of all vowels 
were devised for many languages using such alphabets, but in some of 
these the use of such complementary means remained optional. With a 
number of Semitic and Indic alphabets it became the rule to leave only 
low unrounded vowels (such as (af) unexpressed. The spelling of the 
Turkic words mentioned was clearly kept from a time when there were 
such practices also with Turkic. In some groups of cases, however, the 
spelling of words without an explicit vowel may nevertheless be 
phonically relevant; e.g. beside /g/ (e.g. in the suffix -/Xg more often 
spelled without than with vowels) or when vowels are absorbed by 
onset /y/ (e.g. in ymâ and ygirmi). 

In later Uygur mss., voiced and voiceless consonant letters (TandD, S 
and Z etc.) alternate guite freely, clearly without any phonetic or 
phonological background and without any regular causation.6©© Uygur 
script does not distinguish between front /k/ and /g/ at all; the two dots, 
which are supposed to distinguish back /k/ from back /g/, are not used 
systematically in late Uygur mss. in any case.“7 /y/ is in all Semitic 
alphabets spelled as N * K — or, in Manichean script, G— (and not X or, 
in Manich&an script, T) also in back-vowel words; otherwise we find 
some fluctuations in its spelling in early texts, e.g. sizin as SYZYNNG in 
MHI nr. 10 r9 (Manich&an writing) or biziy as BYZYNKK in MIll nr. 
9 V v6 (Uygur writing). The last mentioned form is actually related to a 
different phenomenon: the double spelling of consonants in coda 
position which occurs in Manich&an texts (and also commonly in mss. 
in Sogdian script). Thus we also have yâk (M Il or. 3 12), fünârig (M 
TI nr. 4 r1), s(â)vâg (Mil nr. 415), mânfijzlig (M Ul or. 4116), 


6 elişin in TT VI 89 and twice 90 is, however, spelled with yöd, even though the 
vowel is here beside /g/, which often lowers vowels. *s(â)vânmis? in Yosıpas 75 should, 
I think, be read as sinamiğ. 

66 Gabain 1941: 54 thought that voiceless consonants may have become voiced be- 
tween vowels, as happens in the Northem Turkic languages today. This is unlikely, 
since devoicing, the opposite process, is attested in this position just as commonly; a 
few examples for that are supplied by Prof. Gabain herself on the same page. 

67 Late Uygur mss. were mostly written down under Mongol rule. In Classical Mon- 
golian, which also uses the Uygur script, the two dots mark back /g/ and not back /k/. 
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(âllgâk (M1 nr. 4 v15), (örk/füdlünmâk (M TI nr. 4 v16), b(fâMgülüg 
(Milnr. 419), ep(Mlllnr. 4 r4©5) as well as âsidâp and kâlâp in ms. 
TMHD(U 268) r10 and r16 respectively all spelled with double final K 
and P. The double spelling of letters to fill the end of a line can also be 
found in Buddhist mss. e.g. with additional W after bo “this” and yügârü 
“facing? or additional R after agir “heavy?” in TT X 232, 285 and 299 
respectively. Note that it here comprises letters representing vowels and 
not only consonants. 

When y isin the word onset followed by a front rounded vowel, mss. 
in Uygur script normaliy spell this vowel as if it belonged to the back 
series; e.g. in yörüg “interpretatilon”, yükün- “to bow to someone”, yürâk 
“heart”, yüz “face” and “hundred” or yügür- “to run”. There are a few 
other words with front rounded vowels in the first syllable which also 
spell this vowel as W and not as WY, such as köyül “heart” or (e.g. in 
TT X 440) kög “music”. The habit of spelling front rounded vowels as 
WY may have come up gradually, as yöd-less spellings for front vowels 
are much more wide-spread in pre-classical texts than in classical and 
late mss.. The front variant of the particle Ok, which is not a fulliy 
independent word, is also spelled without a Y, although it normallIy has 
a space before it. 

Further spelling characteristics are discussed in sections 2.2 and 2.3. 


2.2. The vowels 


The Proto-Turkic four-dimensional vowel symmetıy, still existing e.g. 
in Yakut, consists of 29 - 16 phonemes generated by four oppositions: 
back (a,i,o,u) vs. front(â,i,ö,ü),low(a,o,â, ö) vs. high(ii,u,ü), 
unrounded (a, i, â, i) vs. rounded (o, u, ö, ü) and long vs. short. In the 
original Turkic words of Old Turkic, 16 vowel phonemes may have 
been distinct only in the first syllable; very little is known of the other 
syllables in this respect. When, perhaps during the course of Old 
Turkic, the length opposition is given up altogether, there remain 9 
vowels: 9 and not 8 because /â:/ became /e/ and was retained as such.©9 
This /e/ appears, at some stage, to have been joined by Je| which was an 
allophone of /â/ when followed by /1/. In non-first syllables, vowel 


68 The edition's #ipü, and bigülügü in the previous word, are misreadings. Similar 
mistakes are found in Fedakâr. 

69 This matter has to do with the genetic comparison of the Turkic languages and is 
outside the scope of the present work. 


46 CHAPTER TWO 


harmony in principle” left morphology with only four possibilities: 
with only four pertinent oppositions, between the archphonemes /A/ 
(realised as /a, â/), /U/ (< /u, ü) and /1/ (< /1/ and /1; tending to 
generalize /i/ in the last syllable, particularly when adjacent to palatal 
consonants) and /X/ (realised as (1, i, u, ü/, depending both on fronting 
and rounding). Further allophones of /X/ as well as “vowel attraction” 
and vowel changes caused by adjacent consonants will be discussed in 
section 2.4. /U/ is realised as /o ö/ before /k/, except when the previous 
syllable has /u ü/; see section 2.51 for that. 


2.21. Vowel length 


The distinction between original 8 long and 8 short vowels can be very 
well reconstructed for first stem vowels; it is today retained to a very 
large extent in Yakut, Turkmen and Khaladj and has left traces and 
reflexes in a number of other Turkic languages. The most recent and 
extensive treatment of primary vowel length in first syllables (to where 
it may originally have been limited) in the modem and historical Turkic 
languages is T.Tekin 1995a, which also recounts the history of research 
of this aspect of Turkic vocalism.”! Unfortunately the author did not 
include in it a recapitulation of his 1967 paper, which shows that 
original Turkic long vowels function as long also for the purposes of 
the 'arüd metre of the OB, the 11“ century Çarakhanid poem of more 
than 6000 verses, consistentiy with the theory that the Proto-Turkic 
long vowels were preserved in its language. The DLT also appears to 
make the right distinctions between vowels written only with diacritical 
vowel signs and those spelled with mafres lectionis (alif, wâw and yâ”, 
which are the signs of vowel length in the Arabic writing system), 
especially where a word serves as an entry for itself and is not guoted in 
a sentence intended to illustrate the use of some other lexeme; this 
evidence was last brought together in Tekin 1995: 97-113. All in ali, 
vowel length as documented in Çarakhanid sourccs accords well with 
the evidence in the modern languages. In Kâğgart's dialect, long vowels 


79 “In principle” because of a tendency to prefer // to /i/ as realisation of /1/, because 
suffixes show back synharmonism with borrowed bases also when their last syllable 
clearly is in the front class and perhaps some other factors. 

7! This work is a good base for research in which most of the documentation is 
brought together. Its weakness concerning written documentation is that any sign that a 
word contains a long vowel is taken at face value and considered conclusive even if the 
word is, on other occasions, written short; moreover, Tekin trusts a source's evidence 
also when it writes a vowel as long although no modem language testifies to this, 
sometimes when even he himself considers it to have been short in Proto-Turkic. 
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appear to have gotten shortened when stress went on to a suffix. 
Referring to stems in which the second letter is alif, wâw or yâ' he 
writes in fols. 515-516: “Rule. ... the medial... letter may drop from the 
word rendering it biliteral in pronunciation, though not in writing; in its 
written form the letters remain sound.”? Example: The “forearm” is 
called g0/. Then you say anin golin aldi (here spelled without wâw| 
meaning “He grasped his arm”. It has become |short| like the word for 
“slave”, gw Jin spelling and length), since the wöw has dropped out. 
Similarly ye/ “wind”; in the course of speech you say anin yeli küdüg 
“His wind is strong” ... . It has become like the word for “year”, yi/ (in 
spelling and lengthJ. This is the rule for all nouns and verbs ...”. 

In the runiform writing system, first syllable vowel length differences 
can be expressed only for /a/ and /â/, since the presence of these sounds 
in first syllables is understood implicitly without recourse to the A cha- 
racter; other vowels have, in general, to be written out (although there 
are exceptions in some ofthe inscriptions). The explicit presence of this 
character can then in principle be used to mark /a:/ and /â:/. This is done 
rather consistently for /a:/ in some mss. in runiform script, namely IrgB, 
Dispute and BlattRun: They have a:gu “poison, a:/la “motley”, a:k 
“white”, a:rf “mountain pass”, ara “between, a:$ “food”, a:f name”, a:z 
“few, a:z- *to stray”', azu “or, ba:- *to bind”, sa:kin- “to think”, /a:$ 
“stone”, /a-1- “to taste”, ya:$ “fresh grass?” and some derivates from these 
stems.”? These mss. only have very few guestionable cases like ada*r-f- 
“to harm” and afig “evil? where we do not know whether the explicit 4 
in the first syllable is a reflexion of real vowel length for lack of 
modern documentation, and there are a few additional cases (like yas 
and ara in the IrgB) where a word spelled with long vowel also shows 
an instance without explicit A, Where explicit A is, in these mss., used 
for marking the vowel /â/, its presence does not appcar to indicate 
length, as the words in which it is used have long vowels in no other 
source. The practice described here must have been known already to 


72 As Kelly 1973: 156£., who guotes and comments the passage, remarks, this refers to 
Uygur writing, where vowel letters do not drop when the vowel is no longer long. This 
paper is an important contribution to the guestion of vowel length in Çarakhanid. 

7 115 of the edition of TM 342 (followed by Tekin 1995a: 91) writes the verb yarat- 
as ifit hadan explicit A in the first syllable, but the perfectiy clear facs. shows this not 
to be the case. No Turkic language has yarat- with a long first-syllable vowel. 

74 Other mss. are more problematic: TM 326, e.g., shows sa:v “speech”, whose vowel 
is known to be long from elsewhere, with A, but also spells saf- “to sell”, which 
probabiy had a short vowel, with A as well. The proverb collection reedited by 
Hamilton and Bazin in Twrcica 4-5: 25ff. writes the as in fanuk and #tamga with A 
although they are short in the Turkic languages which retain length. 
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the scribes of the Orkhon inscriptions: g:c “hungry”, a:& “to be 
hungıy?, a:t “name, title” and /a:m “wall? (KT SE), the only words 
which are spelled with explicit A in the first syllable in the KT, BO and 
KC inscriptions, do indeed have Proto- and Common-Turkic lengths. 
Here, however, this practice was applied in an inconsistent and limited 
way: The word for “name? was more often spelled without A than with 
it, and a:k “white”, ara “between, a:z “few”, ba:- “to bind? and sa:kin- 
o think”, which appear with A in the guoted mss., do not have it in the 
Orkhon inscriptions. Nor are bar “there is” and bay 'rich', which have 
long vowels in the modem languages, spelled with A in Orkhon Turkic. 
That the expression of vowel length is not part of the Orkhon Turkic 
writing system was already observed by Hovdhaugen, 1974: 61. Some 
additional evidence from the Yenisey inscriptions has been listed in 
Tekin 1995a: 90-91; it should, however, be checked on the base of 
newer or more responsible readings of these inscriptions. Doerfer 1981 - 
82a: 111-2 has tried to explain the absence of A in some stems with 
long vowels by the hypothesis that the stem started with /h/, after which 
the long vowels are not supposed to appcar; he thinks that /â/ is spelled 
with A only when the word sfarts with this vowel. This is not the case, 
as shown by the spelling of /a:m. 

In Uygur mss. in both the Manich&an and (much more numerously, 
naturally) the Uygur script we find that vowels are sometimes written 
doubly. Scholars have tried to interpret this in two ways. It was stated 
in the notesto U 11 23,14 and 39,89 and then by Zieme 1969; 32 (and 
cf. Meyer 1965: 190 n.19) that these spellings may be an attempt to 
distinguish /0/ and /ö/ from /w and /ü/. The fact is that most instances 
represent rounded vowels: There are no gas,” as initial ? is ğ, initial ” 
a, medial ” and initial ?” do not seem to occur. There is one single 
word spelled *YY76 and there are few words spelled with medial YY (to 
which we return below). Zieme guotes a number of instances of /0/ and 
/ö/ written doubly, giving place references.”7 Others, on the other hand, 


7 Tekin 1995a: 92 misunderstood the n. to M TI 17, which says that ör “flesh, meat” is 
sometimes spelled like af, and does not refer to af “name”. 

75 Rather common, signifying “plant” and possibly with a long vowel like all 
monosyllabic lexeme stems of the shape CV; the first vowel of its derivate itgac is 
short, however. Here and subseguentiy. C refers to any consonant, V to any vowel (not 
to be confused with the labial consonant v). 

77 He gives boo3 “empty”, boo “this”, noom “teaching”, ool “that”, oon “tem, oot “fire” 
and “grass”, oofadi “healer”, soorgun “a plant”, ooz- “to prevail”, /oog “dust” from 
Manich&an, b00$ “empty”, noomla- “to preach?, ool “that”, koog “atom”, oot “fire”, kool 
“arm”, £oo$ “a pair”, /oor “net”, ooz “dust, öö- “to remember? öğ€ “'revenge?, öödâ- “to 
take revenge?, s6Ö “a long time” from other sources; /ö/ is here spelled as WYW. 
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have said that such repetitions are meant to be read as long vowels: This 
was the opinion of Gabain 1941 $16 (who also guotes some of the 
instances), Tuna 1960: 247-252, Pritsak 1963 $10, Söerbak 1961: 34-36 
and 1966: 153-154 and Tekin (1975) 1995a: 91-94. Thus e.g. uu “sleep” 
in Abhi (a rather late text) 511, 514 and 516 and uwcdsuz “endless” seven 
times in Abhi, both words with vowel length. The double spelling of 
vowels is especially regular in some Chinese borrowings such as 
“dragon? (spelled LWW), “army? and “preface” (both spelled SWW), 
“women?s guarters” (spelled KWWN) etc.; this phenomenon should be 
separated from the double spellings of Turkic words: In these cases the 
spelling may also indicate diphthongs ((uo, üöl), and in any case 
touches upon the pronunciation of the Chinese dialect which served the 
Uygurs as contact language. The word signifying “preface” (in this book 
transcribed as swö) appears with *s/ in HTs VII 18 but with the accusa- 
tive suffix süg in HTs VII 306, perhaps indicating that a pronunciation 
as süw was an option. Leaving these instances aside, we find that there 
are numerous counter-examples for both hypotheses: uu “sleep? (spelled 
asuvin Ul 11,8, but gets the possessive suffix with 5), uvwö “tip, 
border, edge?, uwfun “vile, insolent” and yum! “spring, fountain? (e.g. in 
HTs, BT Ml and Suv) are, together with their derivates, some of the 
more common words spelled with WW which have high back rounded 
vowels.78 /00z “beech bark”, £oor “embers”, #uu$ “counterpart”, uuz 
“expert”, yüüz “face” are among the lexemes with long vowels attested 
with double W and not mentioned by Zieme. On the other hand, some 
of the stems attested with double vowels, e.g. ok “arrow, ol “that”, ot 
“erass”, kol “arm, for “net”, oz- “to prevail” or w “sole”, have short 
vowels in Turkmen, Yakut etc. and presumabiy had them in Proto- 
Turkic as well. The word for “wind” is often spelled as YYYL although 
its vowel is short in the modern languages; it might, perhaps, have been 
pronounced with a diphthong, yie/.”? The general impression, after 
looking at guite some texts, is that double spelling tends to occur more 
with /0/ than with other vowels, and more with long vowels than with 
short ones, but that it is not all too common in general, single spelling 


78 Examples guoted in Tekin 1995a: 93. yuf*suz “shameless” (U 11 86,40), also guoted 
there, is a different case: It is clearly a contraction of the well-attested uvu/, which has 
the same meaning. Oguz ufan- “to feel shy” is mentioned already in the DLT; the fact 
that this verb still has a /(/ in Turkish shows that it is not in the same class as the other 
long vowels (which get followed by /d)). 

79 yâm, which is used for öm in U 1 7 (Magier), may also stand for some such 
diphthong as iâm. 
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being more common for all words mentioned; some lexemes (with long 
or short vowels) tend to be more prone to this phenomenon than others. 

The ability of some scripts of Indian origin to distinguish between 
long and short a, iandwuisnot put to any discernabiy systematic use; 
least of all the BuddhKat with its Tibetan script. Tekin 1995a; 94-96 
limited his research on this matter to TT VT! and lists only those cases 
where a vowel spelled as long correlates with a vowel he expects to be 
long; the opposite case is mentioned only with a few examples: He does 
admit, though, that it happens that long vowels are spelled as short and 
vice versa. See also Maue 1996: XXI for the Braâhmi practice in 
general. For i, the distinction is rare even in Sanskrit portions of the 
mss.; for a and w there appears to be free alternation between the signs 
for short and for long vowels. In the Uygur-Khotanese word list the 
character â expresses |oJ and (öl) and there is no correlation with 
comparative length at all. Either the language no longer kept up the 
Proto-Turkic length distinction when the Indian scripts came into use 
for Uygur (in the 10 century?), or the Central Asian linguistic filters, 
through which the scripts went before reaching Turkic, had made the 
distinction into a purely orthographical (i.e. not phonetic) one or into 
one distinguishing certain gualities of the vowels but not their length. 
Transcribing inscriptional or Uygur texts as if their language 
consistentiy distinguished between long and short vowels (as done e.g. 
in the glossary of BT TIN) therefore seems misleading. 


2.22. The vowel /e/ 


The nine vowel phonemes left after distinctive vowel length was given 
up were /a/, /â/, /W, /i/, /o/, /6/, /w/ and /ü/ plus the phoneme /e/. As 
shown by Thomsen Hansen 1957, the last-mentioned came from Proto- 
Turkic long */â:/ (especially in the first syllable). The opposition 
between /a/ and /a:/ seems to be still documented in carly Old Turkic 
but that between the six other long vowels and their ,normal' 
counterparts appcar to have disappeared already by our carliest texts. 
The opposition */â:/ > /e/ vs. /â/ was, however, retained, apparentiy 
because it involved an opposition in vowel guality as well, disrupting 
the three-dimensional close-knit structure of the original vowel system. 
Saving this cube structure appcars to have been Bazin's only motive for 
not recognising /€/ as an Old Turkic phoneme, a view approvingiy 
guoted by Zieme 1969: 33.59 Zieme 1969 expressed disbelief in the 


80 Zieme has, of course, changed his view guite some time ago, but Johanson 2001: 
1723a still thinks that it is “kontrovers ... ob dem â ein höheres e gegenüberstand”. 
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phoneme /e/ as distinet from /â/, though he did admit the reality of the 
sound Jel and mentions phonemic oppositions such as lig ,hand; fifty* 
vs. elig ,king'; cf. also ef- ,to arrange' vs. âr- ,to emit a sound”. /e/ did, 
in fact, stay distinct from both /1/ and /â/; its early existence in first 
syllables can be reconstructed from modern Turkic languages (e.g. 
Azeri or Anatolian dialects). The Middle Turkic Nahju 'I-Farâdis 
distinguishes between Jâ|, (el and Ji| by spelling the first with /afha 
(sometimes together with a/if), the second with /atha and yâ” (cf. 
Clauson 1962: 163) and the third with kasra (sometimes together with 
yâ'). The spelling of coda /e/ as fatha plus yâ' appears already in the 
DLT, e.g. in the word süvre “pointed?. Concerming Old Turkic proper, 
the evidence is as follows: It is always spelled with Y in Uygur ms. 
sources written in Uygur, Manich&an and also runiform script, with Â 
or | in mss. in Tibetan script, with Â in Wordlist (Khotanese Brâhmi), 
but it is spelled with explicit E in the bulk of Brâhmi manuscripts.5! All 
instances of /e/ in non-first syllables are linked to a preceding /e/ and 
therefore clearly conditioned by it. /â/ and /1/ are never spelled with 
Brâhmi E. Exceptions (e.g. once kidâ where one would expect kedâ for 
“evening”, once /i- “to say” etc.) are guite rare and can be considered 
mere errors; they may be reflexes of the spelling of Uygur script. Thrice 
elig for âlig “hand” may rather have come about through regressive 
assimilation; the same may be true for thrice e/(i)i-, which exists beside 
âlt-, and for the numerous instances where “to hear” is spelled with 
onset e beside two Brâhmi instances where this verb is still spelled as 
â$id- (cf. section 2.401). Im most runiform inscriptions we find a fluc- 
tuation between i// and implicit notation (otherwise to be understood as 
a or â in the first syllables of words in the Orkhon inscriptions), where- 
as no such fluctuation is ever found cither with /â/ or with /1/.5 The 


81 5 times bedin / beden “monkey”, bel “waist”, 6 times ber- “to give” (With derivates), 
18 times be$ “five”, egil “lay person”, 5 times el “tribe”, 5 times elig or eleg “king”, thrice 
el(i)t- “to carry off, lead away etc.” vs. once âlf-, en€ and twice en€gö “peace”, esid “pot”, 
13 times eser- / esir- / esid- “to hear” (with derivate) vs. twice âsid-, 4 times ef- “to 
prepare” (including derivates), 9 times eyin or eyen “following”, 4 times ken(ki) “later, 
after, finally”, 5 times key “wide”, 7 times kertü / kertö “true, truth” and derivates, 8 
times kef- “to depart” and derivate, /esp “phlegm?, men “flour”, sezin- “to sense” and 6 
times sezik / sezek “doubt”, about 60 times /e- “to say” and /€-/- “to be considered to be” 
(vs. once £i-), terek “poplar?, 6 times fetfse / tetsi (thus once, possibly to be read as fetsi) 
“student”, twice felâ- vs. twice filâ- “to wish”, twice ye- “to cat”, 29 times yeg “better”, 
twice yel “wind?, yemis “fruit”, yenâ “again”, 8 times yer “ground”, twice yertindü 
“world”, yeti “seven”, yef- “to reach” and yez “artemisia (a plant). 

82 ilgârü in KT R21I, spelled by the editors without onset I, appears to be the only 
exception; according to Doerfer 1994; 108 it is spelled with a ligature consisting of 1 
and İ and not in defective manner. For â/(i)t- — el(i)t-, the spelling with onset 1 in BO 
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practice of scholars in Turkey and of the early Berlin school (the tra- 
dition going from Müller and Le Cog through Bang, Gabain and Zieme, 
corrected in recent years) of spelling /e/ as i is unjustified: The 
distinction between o and x, e.g., is based on Just such evidence as 
between e and i (and stands, in a few cases, on Just as shaky legs). We 
may not always be completely sure, but the informed guess founded on 
as much information as possible must be made. Some South Siberian 
runiform inscriptions even have a special character for e (whereas other 
inscriptions from that area have instead a letter for â which 
distinguishes that phoneme from both a and i). The fluctuation referred 
to tums up also with a few instances of Proto-Turkic *â appearing 
adjacent to /y/: The (apparently rather early) change yâ > ye created 
additional /e/s which were not (originally) long, perhaps e.g. in yef- *to 
suffice?.53 This is a simple case of assimilation (still taking place in 
Azeri, which still has the nine vowel system). Orkhon Turkic 
fluctuation should not be confused with one or two cases where there 
appears to be a dialect variation between /â/ and /i/: There is, in Old 
Turkic, both âki and iki ,two', but this word probably had no /€/: 
Orkhon Turkic consistently has /â/ but sources in Brâhmi and Tibetan 
writüng have numerous examples with ; (not e). Maniche&an texts 
fluctuate (there is, e.g., âkigün “as a pair” and âkinti “second? in M II 
14,6, and 15,17, respectively) while non-Manich&an sources in Uygur 
script consistentiy have *Y. Much evidence concerning the spelling of 
Old Turkic (and not only inscriptional, in spite of its title) /e/ was 
brought together by Doerfer 1994. 


2.23. The vowel /1/ 


Some scholars, e.g. Pritsak 1961: 32 and 1963: 52, denicd that there is 
an opposition /1/ : // in Old Turkic; cf. also Johanson 1993: 87 and 


E19 (as against seven instances of defective spelling in Tufi and KT) appcears to show 
that the variant e/(i)/- was old. Doerfer (p. 109) finds that there is a great difference 
between the Ongin, KÜ and Tu inscriptions, which he considers to be older, and the 
KT and BO inscriptions, which he takes to be later, in that defective spelling 
predominates in the former, I in the latter; he also found that, among the inscriptions of 
the Uygur steppe empire, Tariat and Tes follow the older, SU the newer tradition. 

83 After original long vowels, voiceless consonants become voiced in Turkish when 
they appear between vowels; this does not, however, happen in the aorist form yef-er 
(unlike yedek < yet- “to lead on”, which was originaliy applied to a horse one led with 
oneself to mount when the horse one was riding got tired). The seguence #yâ no longer 
exists in Brâhmi sources. 
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Röhrborm 1996: 181f.54 In original Turkic words the opposition can of 
course only be found in first syllables, as synharmonism regulates their 
altemation in non-first syllables, cancelling their opposition in them; 
this is so for all other vowels as well. The language does appcar to have 
this phonemic opposition in first syllables, in view of such pairs as 
verbal /ik- ,to stuff* vs. /ik- ,to erect* and sik- ,to sguceze* vs. sik- ,to 
copulate (male subject), or nominal &ir “mountain? (and ki:r “grey?) vs. 
kir “filth?, irk “omen” vs. irk “ram?” and ki:n “sheath, scabbard” vs. kin 
“navel; musk”; these are shown to differ by the fact that their velars are 
spelled differently in most of the writing systems. The pairs ki$ “winter” 
vs. ki:8 “sable”, si:k “shallow” vs. sik “penis” kiz “box etc.”8 vs. kiz 
“girl” and “costly” and kir- “to scrape off” vs. ki:r- “to enter” are at least 
near-minimal, as their vowels are of different length, in so far as the 
length opposition was kept up in dialects of Old Turkic: Evidence for 
this is, however, rather weak; my spelling of “to enter” as ki:r- in the 
previous sentence may therefore be anachronistic. The opposition irkla- 
“to consult the omens? vs. irklâ- “to tread on something” may have been 
perfect only for some varieties of Old Turkic, as the latter verb appcars 
to have had an onset */h/.© Strangely enough, finding such pairs in 
words involving /g/ seems to be more difficult: There is //gra- “to be 
tough” (rare, but cf. #igrak “tough?) vs. figrâ- “to emit certain sounds”, 
and cf. yigfür-, a hapax in the DLT which might signify “to sguceze”, 
vs. yigtur- “to cause to heap”. As against iglâ- “to be or become ill? we 
have igla- “to weep', but the more common variant of the latter is 
yigla-, pointing towards “hig/la-. Oppositions not involving velars, 
which receive suffixes in their back-vowel and front-vowel altemants 
respectively, are even harder to come by. One example is #in “breath, 
spirit” vs. fin “halter”; both words are spelled with and without yâ? in the 


84 Röhrborn bases his opinion on evidence from the rules of rote rhyme (which serves 
as base for Old Turkic verse and makes stanzas accord in their beginning and not in 
their end), stating that /9 and /9 are made to rhyme. However, i9* not only rhymes with ;* 
but also with e9; o* rhymes with 49 and 69 with 59 and even na? (in nayrag “Buddha's 
characteristic mark”) with a9: Old Turkic clearly followed eye rhyme (as opposed to car 
rhyme), which was in use in Ottoman verse as well: The rhyme was visual and not 
auditive; since o and w /ook alike in Uygur and Manich&an writing, the two (and 
similarly the members of the other sets) were made to “rhyme”. If, therefore, p* of 
foreign words is considered to alliterate with b*9, this should not be considered evidence 
for absence of any phonic difference. Rote rhyme therefore cannot help us solve this 
problem. 

85 DLT and base of the common verb kizlö-. 

86 The y in yilkâ- in UigPafic 66 and 88 (with normal metathesis and loss of /r/ before 
/k/) must be a reflex of that. Nor would irk/la-, which is an ad-hoc derivate from irk 
“omen”, be prone to such phonetic processes. 
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DLT. If one does not insist on staying within one part of speech one 
could mention siz, the imperative of the verb signifying “to 00ze?7 vs. 
siz “you (pl.)”. Otherwise one seems to find only imperfect pairs such as 
ti:1- “to tear to shreds” (and /i4 “larch trec”88) vs. 4if- “to renounce”, and 
il- “to descend? vs. 5:/- “to catch, cling, attach”; the last mentioned verb 
in fact originally started with an /h/, as the numerous examples with 
#989 show. Johanson 1991: 85 gives the DLT opposition i/- : /- asan 
example for the reality of the front / back distinction in Çarakhanid. 
Kâğgarı (fol.94) does, indeed write that the infinitive of the former is 
spelled with £âf, that of the latter with gâf, and that the former's aorist 
is ilâr, the latter's i/Jur. The aorist distinction between the two verbs is 
borne out also by the OB; not, however, the backness distinction; there, 
both verbs are front: From the verb signifying “to descend” we find i/gü 
in OB 1086 (ms. AB; C replaces it with the better-known en-) and 
ilmâk in 1762 (only C; A yilmag, B enmâk); the meanings are clear in 
both cases. Although, therefore, the grammarian Kâğgariı living in 
Bağdad was aware of the backness of the verb signifying “to descend”, 
that no longer corresponded to Oarakhanid usage of his time, at least as 
far as Yüsuf is concerned. The opposition /i : i/ thus seems to be rather 
linked to the presence of /k/ and /g/; we know that the front and back 
realisations of /k/, transliterated as g and £ respectively, are audibiy 
different in all Turkic languages, and should have been so in Old Turkic 
as well. Note the runiform character 'g — gi, which is used for 
representing voiceless velars specifically when they appecar beside /1/. 
We might therefore consider following Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 61-62, 
who dispense with // as a phoneme altogether, assuming a phonemic 
distinction /k/ : /g/ (as e.g. in Arabic) instead, and complement it with 
an opposition /g/ : /&/. How do we know, in fact, that the opposition is 
not merely an underlying one, as e.g. in Classical Mongolian, where 
there was no JiJ but only |Ji|? Because the Mongolian writing system 
(coming from the Uygur script) always uses K and not X with /1/, the 
oppositilon manifesting itself only in the synharmony of subseguent 


87 There is no reason for this verb to have had a long vowel as it does not have one in 
modem languages; the EDPT ascription of vowel length is apparently based on the 
spelling in some of the DLT instances, which are influenced by Arabic word patterns. 

88 The DLT spelling of this with yâ” as second letter could be due to Arabic triradical 
word patterning. 

89 1 use the degree sign as a sign of abbreviation, as done in transcriptions of Sanskrit; 
this means that there are further sounds to follow, that — in this case — this is /y/ at the 
beginning of a word. 
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syllables,99 whereas Old Turkic does distinguish between front and back 
consonants also in the same syllable as these vowels. In the runiform 
script this is the case not only with /k g/, as in the Semitic writing 
systems, but also with /btdylnrs/, in some Yenisey inscriptions also 
with /y/: Thus idok “sacred” is spelled with d' in the Orkhon 
inscriptions, /d/i “he sent” as 777 (due to assimilation of the alveolars) 
and so forth. Dankoff & Kelly's view therefore cannot apply to Old 
Turkic asa whole; nor would one gain anything by adopting it for 
Oarakhanid, because (kJ and |JgJ would still have to function as 
allophones in all syllables having vowels other than the high unrounded 
ones. Still, as there was little functional load on the opposition / : /i/ 
except in the contiguity of /k/ and /g/, this opposition was bound to 
weaken, were it not for synharmonism and for the symmetries of the 
harmony system. 

A breakdown in the syllable of the vowel itself, not making the whole 
word follow suit, can be observed best when the scribe used runiform 
writing, in which the front and back alternants are distinguished for 
most of the consonants. In Orkhon Turkic the commonest consonants 
with this phenomenon (listed in Tekin 1968: 71-72) are /s/ and /y/, e.g. 
in s”Jy'U - si-yu “breaking” or y'Jmsak' — yimsak “soft”. Cf. even sigit 
“sob? spelled with s? but g'. Such instances do not /ave to be of phonic 
significance, however, as s? and y are sometimes used in the Orkhon 
inscriptions also in conjunction with the back vowels /a/, /u/ and /0/ 
(though s” and y” are admittediy a bit more common with //); see Tekin 
1968: 39-40. Examples with /4 are #Iy/'4 — tiyla “listen”, Üld'A — fid- 
a “holding back” (KT N11) and Üll'g' — /i/-ig “the news (acc.)” (Tuü 
32). Nor is it easy to classify the fronting in /&mls? — id-mis < id- “to 
send” in O P2, as the -m/$ suffix is always spelled with front s. 

It is rare for a front consonant to appear not before but after “7; | 
would therefore take the verb to really have been pronounced as id- in 
this case (before -mi$!). Note, in this connection, the n” appearing in the 
codas on the 3'İ person possessive, the volitive and the negative 
converb suffixes *(5)/(n-4), -(A)yin and -mAt(n), also when added to 
bases with back synharmonism. The high vowels of these three suffixes 
and of -m/$ may, in the Orkhon inscriptions, always have been 
pronounced as |iJ and not as fiJ: The consonant of the instrumental 


90 | mean the fact that the genitive of the 3'İ person demonstrative, e.g., is inu and not 
*inü. Even assuming genetic relationship between Turkic and Mongolic, however, the 
situation in Mongolian cannot be used as an argument for believing in a neutral /i/ in 
Proto-Turkic, as some other details make it likely that the opposition /i : / was a real 
one in Pre-classical Mongolian. 
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suffix *(Xn is never spelled as n” even when its expected vowel was 
fi/. Such fronting found in Orkhon Turkic becomes marginal in the 
inscriptions of the Uygur steppe empire and completely disappcars in 
the runiform mss., which are in the Uygur dialect. We have no way of 
knowing how these suffixes were pronounced by the authors of Uygur 
mss. in other scripts, but cases like the consistent Uygur spelling of the 
suffix seguence -m/s*k4 with the letter X come to show that the 
fronting of /(/ in suffixes was subphonemic if it existed at all. The 
language of the Second Türk Empire thus shows synharmonism 
iregularities related to the presence of /1/ while no such phenomenon is 
discemible in Imperial or Xinjiang Uygur, also where written in 
runiform script. 

The contiguity of the palatal consonants &, y, 7 and Ss was no doubt 
one of the carly factors causing the first-syllable passage / > ito affect 
the whole word: e.g. in IrgB 53, where bi$- “to ripen” is used in the 
form bis-di, spelled with b” and d;; similarIy the converb form bic-â 
“cutting? appears to have been used in lrgB 37, whereas Uygur 
normally has the verb in the form bi6-. Similarly iy- “to suppress”, 
whose fronted forms and derivates are partly documented in the OTWF 
(see index). Another word with a palatal consonant which got fronted at 
an carly stage is 7:5 “work”: Its numerous examples in the DLT have 
back vowels with a single exception; we find /#/arig in Pothi 80 
(Manich&an) and the instance spelled *YS'NK'ZN in M110,13 is likely 
to have had back vowels.9! However, two examples in the (egualiy 
Manich&an) Xw have suffixes with front £; that is the rule also in 
Uygur texts and /5/â- and its derivates have front vowels in the DLT. 
The existence of indâ beside ina should also be ascribed to fronting 
with the concomitant influence of /6/ (though other explanations are 
also possible for the existence of this variant; see section 3.132). 
yiltizlig n BT XMI 12,53 shows that yi/fiz “root” had a fronted variant. 

birgarudun siynar “in the direction towards the south” in M Il nr.4, 
10,14, (ms. U 47 in Uygur writing; double-dotted X) shows that the 
numerous forms of birdin, birgârü and biryâ in Orkhon Turkic and 
other Manich&an sources must all be secondary.” / “vegetation?”” 


9! / is more often spelled with alef in preclassical texts than /1/. Scholars have 
confused /:$ “work” with es “debt”, the two lexemes surviving in Yakut as /:s and iâs 
respectively. What the runiform inscriptions have in a binome with kü is e$ “debt” and 
not /:$ “work”, which explains the front vocalism; cf. OTWF 456 (with n.55) for 
additional details. 

92 Clauson (EDPT 361) assumes that the instance is an error; this would have been 
likely if the ms. had been in Manich&an writing, where G and T have rather similar 
shapes. As it is, we cannot simply “emend? it away. 
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normally has back vowel suffixes but appcars with a fronted dative 
suffix in Ht V 4 a24. fil “tongue”, finally, has no palatal consonants and 
is well attested with back harmony (also still in the DLT”s derivates 
tilkak and filtik-) but appears as fil with suffixes showing front £ e.g. in 
U1I7,10,UM1 72,28, KP 12.2 andthe DLT. 

When we find the word for “thousand? spelled with b? in BO SI and 
Tuü 14 (as against b' in Tufi 16 and 18), we cannot know whether any 
suffix added to it would have had front or back vowels. I would assume 
that the pronunciations biy and biy existed side by side, or that the 
actual pronunciation was in between, i.e. that the opposition was 
neutralised. The older pronunciation is supported by biya, a term 
denoting a military unit among the Uygurs of the Steppe Empire 
(attested at least thrice in SU) and by the second vowel of minggan, the 
Mongolian word for “a thousand”; the latter by miylig in TT 11.2 57 (an 
carly Manich&an text). The situation of a conservative and a 
progressive variant existing side by side is made use of in the OB for 
poetic purposes, when we find both /// and /i/ used to suit the rhyme. 
When there are fluctuations, | take all 4/s to have been primary and the 
/i/ variants to have been secondary: I take this direction to be the more 
natural one in the absence of any additional factors (as e.g. 
glottalization would have been). | therefore take Turkmen /:z “trace, 
track” to show the original shape of what sometimes appcars asizin 
Old Turkic.** Note that none of the stems mentioned as having passed 
from back to front harmony contained any velar consonants: It would 
seem that velars prevented the passage i>iin the stem. 

Most Turkic languages today do have an /, both phonologicaliy, i.e. 
for the intents and purposes of synharmonism, and phonetically. A few 
have, through centuries of intensive language contact, fronted the /i/ 
phonetically but have left its phonemic value unchanged, e.g. Urban 
Uzbek or Standard New Uygur under Persian / Tajik influence. Looking 
at the Turkic world as a whole one finds that 7 has, all in all, shown 
itself to be very resilient. What contact influence could the speakers of 
Old Turkic have undergone? The early Turks were, till the 9“ century, 
bilingual mainly in Chinese and Sogdian. From Chinese they borrowed 
words with //, e.g. mir “honey?, din “true, Sik “a measure of capacity”, 


93 I take the original shape to have been *hi, in view of the fluctuations in the shape of 
(Wigad “tree”, which probabiy was a derivate from this. There is no reason to assume 
vowel length, as done by Clauson and Tekin, in spite of the spelling with two yöd in 
Uygur. 

94 I disagree with T.Tekin 1995: 183 on this lexeme; the OB has it with both front and 
back forms of the accusative. 
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sir “lacguer? or ig “a foot (as a measure of length)”. Sogdian short /a/ 
has been taken to have had central vowels as allophones. When we find 
that the Sogdian word for “sandalwood”, transliterated as cnin and 
ultimately coming from Sanskrit candana, is borrowed into Old Turkic 
as Cintan, we take it that the Uygurs got their /i/ from Sogdian.*” The 
language which the Turks mostly got into contact with when, most 
numerously from the 9" century on, they streamed into the North 
Fastem part of the Tarim basin, was Tokharian. The Tokharian schwa, 
transliterated as â, can, in certain circumstances, perhaps be stated to 
have been less front than /1/ and higher than /a/; the Uygurs might 
perhaps have assimilated it to their |). It does not, in short, seem likely 
that the languages which Uygurs can be presumed to have been 
bilingual in would induce them to abandon their //. 

The contact situation could have been different in West Turkestan, 
where Çarakhanid developed, especially when New Persian started to 
be the /ingua franca in the 10 century. In the DLT the opposition /i : i/ 
in so far as it affects suffix harmony is retained approximately to the 
same degree as in Uygur: Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 61 give a longer list 
where original harmony exists and where stems consistently show back 
or front vowel suffixes respectively, and a shorter list of stems with 
fluctuations. Some of the fluctuations have already been mentioned, as 
they reflect a situation found already in Uygur; others are due to errors 
on the part of the editors” or to the second hand which changed around 
alot in the ms.” 

Most of the writing systems used for writing Old Turkic do not have a 
special character for Ji) and generally use for it the same character as 
for |JiJ. There is, however, one alphabet, not much used for writing this 
language, with which a distinction does appear to be made: As stated 
already by Gabain 1974: 391 (note 14), texts written in Tibetan script 


95 Uygur does not itself raise vowels. We know that the Uygur vowel was /i/ and not 
/i/ because it is attested in the runiform Irg Bitig spelled with n', the back N. I don't 
think Sogdian had ij in the first syllable of this word, as that would have been spelled 
with mater lectionis, i.e. Y. 

96 bidâk “knife”, e.g., attested in Uygur and the DLT, does not come from bi€- but isa 
deminutive from bi: “knife”; the base of /i$â- and its derivates is not identical with 7/:$ 
“tooth. 

97 The Middle Turkic *corrector's” work is well discernible by its different ink. It 
changed #izlâ-mâk to tizlamag, e.g., whereas tiz “knee? never had a back vowel. yidti- 
mâk “to be putrid, to stink” is also by the second hand, while the first hand still wrote 
yidimag, reflecting original pronunciation. For yili-s- it was apparentiy the first hand 
which wrote down both possibilities, both kâf'and gâf, but then this stem has two palatal 
consonanis. 
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do seem to make the difference, though the means are highly irregular. 
This statement is largely corroborated by Maue & Röhrbom 1984: 292- 
4 for the Catechism, the relatively early and most important such text. 

Another important feature speaking for the reality of /V is the 
altemation alef — yöd in non-first syllables, much more common in 
back than in front synharmony, whether it be the mere graphemic 
alternation described in section 2.1 or the phonetic lowering caused by 
/grl/, documented in section 2.402. These two phenomena, which gave 
the same result but have a different distribution both in terms of sources 
and of phonetics, can be explained only if (il was a phonetic reality in 
non-first syllables beside // being a phonological one. /i/ may often 
have been fronted in first syllables except where a velar was around, 
both as a synchronic alternant and as a diachronic process; this did not, 
however, generally have any effect on subseguent syllables, which 
stayed back-vocalic. The presence of /i/ outside first syllables appears 
to have been guite solid, except in a few suffixes such as -m/$. 


2.24. The archphoneme /X/ 


The widespread view that the vowels serving as realizations of /X/ were 
“reduced” (the graphemes / and w representing “/â/”, the graphemes i and 
ü “/&”) is unfounded; in section 1.33 above | guote some authors” 
thoughts on this matter. Most recently, Johanson 2001: 1725b has 
expressed the view that the element “*” (as he calis it iconically) “in 
phonetischer Hinsicht vermutlich ein schwa oder reduzierte Vokale (4, 
& usw.) darstellte”. Vowels of the archphoneme /X/ are usually not 
written explicitly in runiform texts; nor, however, are vowels of 
suffixes containing other archphonemes if their realisations show the 
same phonemes: e.g. /W in the suffix -gUr- (not -gXr-”) of fur-gur-u 
(Irk Bitig), where the previous syllable contains an /u/. Vowels of all 
archphonemes can get syncopated in non-first non-last syllables (by no 
means only /X/, as still maintained in Johanson 2001: 1723a), syllable 
structure and consonant tactics permitting, e.g. /1/ in the stems of the 
common ögr-ünc, ögr-ünlü and ögr-indü < ögir- or kürgâk < *küri-gâk, 
/U/ in ârgür- < *ârü-gUr-, comrurlar (DKPAMPb 70) < dom-Ur- or 
Sisrun- < *sis-Ur-Xn-; (A/ in ötl-üm < ötâ-l- as discussed in OTWEF 293, 
tirgök < tirâ- or targak from tara-.95 ört-, a variant of ör-it-, and yort-,a 
variant of yori-/-, also result from the syncopation of /1/. Syncopation is 
well documented within stems (as described in section 2.403), before 


98 Low vowels are, however, less readily syncopated than high vowels, as shown by 
lexemes such as yarasi, tânâsi and yölâsi. 
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and in derivational affixes and even perhaps within inflexional suffixes. 
Onset vowels of postelitics (of any archphoneme) are elided after 
vowels (e.g. indâk < indâ ök “Just this way? in the runiform ms. TM 
342, 2 v2); so are suffix vowels in the coda if the next word starts with 
a vowel (at lcast in verse, as poetic licence). 

There appear to be no suffixes ending in /X/. This is, again, no proof 
that /X/ was shorter than the other vowels. Nor is the fact that Mongolic 
cognates of Turkic words often have a different additional vowel a 
sufficient reason for assuming that that vowel can be attributed to 
Turkic. ör “man, e.g., does not necessarily come from *ârâ only 
because that form existed in Mongolic (to use the example given by 
Johanson 2001: 1723a): Mongolic örâ may, e.g., have been copied from 
the plural form örân, the /W getting metanalysed through analogy with 
Mongolic 9n stems.*9 Mongolian saya- “to milk” does not go back to 
Proto-Turkic *#sagâ- cither, as assumed by Röna-Tas 1998: 72: 
Mongolian *X* is a spelling convention for |a:); that it has no phonetic 
or diachronic significance whatsoever is seen, among many other 
indications, in foreign words such as Sayam “Sâm, i.e. Syria”. Asa 
circular corollary to their assumption of general coda syncopation, 
Johanson!99 and Röna-Tas think that “retained? coda vowels (such as in 
kara “black”) must have been long; there is no evidence for this claim 
cither. 

Vowels (again not only /X/) appcar to have gotten reduced by 
adjacency to certain consonants. Spellings like /(âllgâk (M Il nr. 4 
v15), b(âllgülüg (M Tl nr. 4 19) or k(â)/- (DreiPrinz 25, 26, 28 and 29) 
in early texts should probably be understood to show that /1/ could 
“swallow up? the vowel, getting syllabic itself. The // no doubt helped 
in the reductions of nâglük from nâ*t(4)gU*tlXk in TT X 265,9! aglik 
“treasure house, storehouse” from agi-ik in KP 7,5 and 8 andorla- < 
orila-. Some other such phenomena are discussed in section 2.403. 

The guestion of the guality of the vowels participating in the 
archphoneme /X/ is a vexed one. In the vast majority of instances in 
non-Indic alphabets they are spelled with Y, W or WY (or the runiform 
character signalling a front rounded vowel) and not with ?. In section 


99 Anatolian Turkic örânlâr may show that örün was, when left as the only plural form 
ending in -(A)n, taken to be a singular; see p.158 for this suffix. A related process is 
connected with Turkic sö? “milk”, which, by back-formation, became sün in Mongolic — 
because süt was felt to contain the Mongolic plural suffix. 

100 View expressed already in Johanson 1976: 145 guoting Ramstedt, Poppe and 
Clauson. 

101 1 take the rather common nâlük to be a further contraction from this form. 
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2.402 we show that /1/ is lowered when adjacent to /r 1/ and especialIy 
/g/, so that it does come to be spelled with characters indicating a low 
back unrounded vowel, and this in all stages of Old Turkic and in texts 
of all spelling and cultural traditions. This is a clear conditioned 
lowering of one vowel, which may be participating in /X/, in /V or may 
not be assignable to any of the two. In section 2.1 I pointed out that it 
was natural for // to sometimes be spelled like /a/ even when not 
lowered: Y traditionally denotes /i/, and // is unrounded and back- 
vowelled like /a/ though it also is unrounded and high like /i/. This only 
happens in carly texts, mostly but not necessarily Manich&an. These 
two points are not sufficient for explaining all the facts, however, as 
there also are Manich&an instances where /i/ is also spelled with 4/ef. 
Adjaceney to /g r V does not predominate here, so that combinatory 
lowering cannot be the explanation: Doerfer 1993: 121-125 lists!92 
eligt(ijmâz (M 1 8,11, TeilBuch), âmgâktlâjmâzin (M 1 11,19, 
TeilBuch), k£â/-tâmâz and (M 110,12, TeilBuch) is/lâö-dömâz (MI1I1,14, 
TeilBuch) with *(AYmXz, bâgâdmâktâyizliln (DreiPrinz 66), 
ârmâksâyâzllâr (M WI nr.27 r14) and istâyâzlijn (M 1 11,19, 
TeilBuch) with *(X)yXz, eligtâg (DreiPrinz 94) and #âömirtâg (M | 
8,12, TeilBuch) with *(ÖYe, yüztüyüzân (M 110,9, TeilBuch) with the 
accusative ending after possessive suffixes, kisit-nây (M 18,14 and 15, 
TeilBuch), bâgınân and yâklârsnâny (U VA 152 and 168) with *(n)Xny, 
tâmir-ân (M 18,11, TeilBuch), ârkligsân (TT VI 90 ms. L, beside 
three instances of *in in the sentence) and /(â)vtân (MIl nr.4r11) 
with -(Mn, ig*sâz (ChristManManus Manich&an fragment r9) with 
*sXZ, s(â)v-âg (MT nr.4 r5)!9 with -(We, il-ân-mâgây (M1 15,5, 
TeilBuch) with -(X9n-, âr-âylâr (M Ul nr.4 r7) and ömgât-ây (TTUNA 
51) with -(X)y, kir-âp (ChristManManus Manich&an fragment v6) and 
tirl-âp (M 1 15,9, TeilBuch) with -((Yp. Interestingiy, the lowering of 
//, common in one or two Manich&an texts but rare otherwise, seems to 
take place only when the /i/ is part of the archphoneme /X/. It would 
appcar, then, that at least the unrounded members of /X/ may, in some 
archaic variants of Old Turkic (with a few remnants in texts of the 
standard stage) not have been phonetically identical to the members of 
/W/ and /U/ but lower. The graphematic hypothesis for the spelling of /1/ 
may also be unnecessary. This by no means signifies, however, that any 
/X/ vowels were shorter than vowels of other archphonemes. 


102 The genitive forms he writes as *ây have not be taken over here as they can, if 
written in Uygur script, also be read as *n(i)n. 

103 What precedes this should have been read as kiz agar “precious and honoured” and 
not as read by the editor. 
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2.3. The consonanis 


The consonant system for early Old Turkic, not including sounds found 
only in loan words, is the following; 


unvoiced voiced nasals Oo sibilants (o liguids 


orals orals 
labials p v m 
alveolars t d n V4 I 
palatals Ğ y ü 3 
velars k g n T 


The difference between the first and the second column of consonants 
must have been one both of voice and of tension, i.e. strong (more 
energetic, /orfis) vs. weak (less energetic, /enis) pronunciation; the two 
distinctions must have been joined to varying degrees. The term “stop? 
applies to /p t k/ but not to /&/, which is an affricate. It does not apply to 
the voiced orals, whose main varlants are fricative: We could have 
written /d/ as /8/ but found it more convenient here — following the 
practice of most work on Old Turkic — not to use Greek letters cither 
in transcription or in transliteration. /d/ was realised as a stop |JdJ only 
when it was preceded by one of the voiced continuants /r lI n/ or (in 
some cases) /z/. There is a JbJ at the word onset; within words, |b| 
appcars only in late texts: Onset (b) could be egually assigned to /v/ as 
to /p/. We use the letters b (in onset position) and v (elsewhere), dandg 
to transcribe the voiced oral consonants in all positions. Among the 
velars, fricativity was not characteristic of the voiced member of the 
opposition but rather of the voiced and partly also the unvoiced 
allophones obtaining in back-harmonic syllables. 

The nasality opposition is fullest for the alveolar domain. It is weakest 
among the palatals, since the opposition /y : W is cancelled for the great 
majority of sources not written in runiform script. The opposition 
between oral labials and /m/ is cancelled for most of Old Turkic when 
an onset (bj is (after a vowel) followed by a nasal, as |Jb| is then 
replaced by /m/. In marginal sources we also sometimes witness a /v — 
m/ alternation between vowels, as in the DLTs küvürkân / kümürkân 
“wild onion?. A /g - y/ alternation is found in verbs such as âg- — ây- 
to bend”; suffixes containing /y/, e.g. the 2" person possessive 
suffixes, are often (especially in inscriptional Turkic) found with /g/ 
instead of the nasal. 
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/s/ and /Z/, the unvoiced and the voiced alveolar sibilants, are put into 
one column for convenience. The placing of /r/ among the velars is 
arbitrary; we do not know how this phoneme was pronounced. 


2.31. The labials 


In referring to runiform texts, scholars have often assumed that the 
voiced labial consonant in inscriptional Turkic is (b) wherever it 
appears, also between vowels. They give “âb” ,house, home', for 
instance, where | write öv also when transcribing runiform texts, or 
*yabiz” and not yaviz for “bad”. It was V. Thomsen who chose this 
rendering, presumabiy in view of the principle that the runiform 
characters b' and b? should be transcribed the same way wherever they 
appcar; he was followed e.g. by Tekin 1968: 7. I find myself in 
agrecment with Clauson 1962: 77 and Zieme 1969: 36 in this matter. 
Since there is no runiform character for |(vJ!94 (or for (fh, there is no 
solid basis for Thomsen's assumption, as the users of the alphabet had 
no choice but to use the b letters; nor was any additional letter needed 
for any relevant phonemic distinction. Unless proven otherwise, | 
therefore take the realisation of this phoneme in runiform sources (some 
of which were, after all, not older than some mss. written in Uygur 
script) not to differ from that of other Turkic languages retaining the 
labial in such words (especially not from Old Uygur). A number of 
scholars have taken the realisation as b (even between vowels) to be 
one of the characteristics of the oldest (Orkhon Turkic) stage of Old 
Turkic, and then assumed a passage b > vin the transition to the second 
oldest stage; this characterisation of the carliest Old Turkic is, I think, 
fictitious. The fact that the runiform script is unable to distinguish 
between a stop and a fricative cannot be a reason for assuming that 
there was only one realisation each of b' and b?. 

The non-plosive main allophone of the weak voiced consonant could 
in principle have been a labio-dental ((v)J, voiced counterpart of (fp, a 
bilabial fricative continuant ((B1J, the voiced counterpart of (9), the 
blowing sound) or a bilabial flap ((wh). (wJ appears not to have been 


104 This might speak for a Semitic origin for the script, as no early Semitic languages 
or writing systems possessed a v as distinct from 0, though they did possess a w (which 
could also serve as mafer lectionis for rounded vowels). Semitic scripts in use for 
writing Old Turkic do use W when rendering the consonant | wJ in borrowings and the 
like (see below). The Indic Devanâgari script also only has two and not three characters 
to represent the labial oral consonants. 
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meant when the Uygurs used the letter be/h for writing it both in the 
Uygur and in the Manich&an script:!95 

wâw is in fact also used as consonant — rarely and only in foreign 
words; e.g. waxSig “demon? e.g. in ManUigFragrl (Manich&an) or TT 
V B 124 (Buddhist), widvag “chapter” (SP 30 and two other places!0© 
mentioned in the note thereto), /awday “sedan chair” e.g. in HTs VI! 
LILI, Jenxwa “lotus”, narwan “elm? (ManUigFrag r4) or the divinity 
name âzrwa. Such spelling is guite consistent, indicating that words 
were probably actually pronounced with a bilabial voiced consonant at 
least by some individuals. Runiform O / U is also used in this way: Cf. 
kew(a)n “Saturn” in BlattRun 10 and cf. the remark on this on p. 298 of 
the edition (p.607 of the reedition). Note that this /W/ could appear both 
at the onset and coda of syllables. The interjection awu also has the 
sound |w), but interjections often contain sounds not otherwise used. 

The DLT distinguishes (fol.26) between consonantal waw and thrice- 
dotted /â, which is said to have been pronounced “between the points of 
articulation” of /â and bâ; the Oguz are said to pronounce wâw where 
the other Turks have the three-dot /â. Dankoff & Kelly p.55, who 
discuss the instances where this is defined and used, take the three-dot 
Jâ to refer to a bilabial which they transcribe as w, while they take the 
letter wâw to refer to a labiodental voiced consonant, (vJ. They base 
their argument on the fact that the Oguz and the Persians nowadays 
pronounce the sound as |vJ; therefore, they think, this must also have 
been what Kâğgarı meant with waw. Borovkova 1966 (supported by 
Doerfer 1993: 52) had held the opposite opinion, taking waâw to have 
have been used with the sound value which it has in normal Arabic. My 
use of the letter v to refer to this phoneme also when guoting the DLT 
should not be understood as implying a choice for one of the three 
possible pronunciations mentioned above. w: “sleep” is spelled as ww 
once in U Il; wwsaf-, wwsan- and uv$al- “to crumble (tr. and intr.)” and 
uv$ak “petty? are, on the other hand, often spelled without v (with ugak 
“mortar? from the same root), and kwwaf- “to assemble (tr.) is 
sometimes spelled as £uraf-. Cf. su < suv “water” in DhaSü 36. This 
would speak for a bilabial pronunciation of /W at least after /u/. The 


105 Gabain used the letter w for (v), following German orthography, and the letter v for 
Iw) in her publications, including her text editions and grammar (1941, 1974). Hamilton 
uses $ in his transliterations of the oral weak labial. 

106 One of these has now been shown by Zieme to be a Vimalakirtinirdesa fragment 
and not Manich&an, as Maue & Röhrborn thought. Zieme 2003a: 147 proposes yörfüg 
widvag but bölJök widvag would be better: widvag here (as elsewhere in Uygur) does 
not signify “interpretation, explanation?, the primary meaning in the source language 
Sogdian, but “chapter, the second meaning it has in Sogdian. 
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Manich&an and Uygur script use of wâw exclusively for transcribing 
Iwl in foreign words clearly speaks for a labiodental pronunciation of 
normal Old Turkic /v/. 

In the word onset |bJ could, as an alternative to being an allophone of 
/v/, be assigned to the phoneme /p/; this would correct the system 
asymmetıy following from the absence of (pl in this position in original 
Turkic words!97 though all the other unvoiced phonemes except /5/ do 
appear in onset position. Several modem (e.g. Siberian) Turkic 
languages have just this postulated /p/ in onset position (with sporadic 
appcarance of #p- in some other Turkic languages, e.g. Turkish). 
Brâhmi mss. also use the letter p more often than b and bh for |b)J,!“8 
proving at least that the phonemic load on the distinction between these 
was not very important to the scribes. The fact that the Uygur script has 
Semitic and Sogdian pe for |b| supports this idea but is no automatic 
proof for it: Sogdian used Semitic befh (as well as gimel) to represent 
İricatives and not stops, and |b)| is no fricative. The Manich&an writing 
system does use Semitic be/h to render |b|, using befh with two 
superscribed dots to write (vJ.!99 The |(v : b| opposition seemed more 
worthy of explicit representation than the /p : bJ opposition to those 
adapting the Sogdian alphabet to Old Turkic, but the (p : b| opposition 
was treated as the more essential one by the adapters of the Manich&an 
script to this language. The fact that the runiform script, which was in 
use both in Mongolia and in Fast Turkestan, used the two b runes after 
vowels for what appcars as (vJ| in all Turkic languages and also for 
representing the labial stop in the onset of words strongly speaks 
against the possibility that the Old Turkic labial in this position was a 
ipl. 

Uygur /w appcars to remain a fricative even after /r |/, as shown by 
instances of the suffix -v (g.v. in OTWEF section 3.115) and by such 
stems as alvir- ,to rave' (near-minimal pair with alpirka- ,to find 


107 Uygur texts do have it there in numerous borrowings from Sanskrit, Chinese etc.; 
see section 2.404 for what cannot appear in the onset and for possible reasons. 

108 CE. Röna-Tas 1991: 83: “Onset b is as a rule transcribed with p-. In the manuscripts 
F, Handl we findasarule bh-. The manuscript K has in most cases p/-. The writing 
with b- is relatively rare, but occurs in the most freguent words such as bilig, bilge, bas, 
bes. The word burxan is always written with b-, and in the two manuscripts where we 
find also p- (A, E) it occurs together with forms written with b-.” 

109 These two dots are occasionally dropped, making (v| appcar as b, e.g. in suv 
“water? spelled as sb, or in the noun &iv in BT V 134. Three lines further, in BT V 137, 
the dots are there, however, making it likely that in this passage, as in texts in 
Manich&an script in general, the omission is merely graphic and is not to be understood 
as reflecting pronunciation. 
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something difficult), arvi ,doubt', yelvi ,magic', etc. Instances of the 
realisation of /v/ as |b| beside /1/ are discussed in section 2.409. 

The realisation of /p/ between vowels is not very clear. On the one 
hand we have two words in Indic scripts which show b between vowels: 
koburga “owl” in TT VNI 04 and abag “sheltered? from the stem api-, 
in TT VHIT 4 and BuddhKat 20 (in both cases with lowering of the /1/ 
due to the adjacent /g/). This labial must be an allophone of /p/, as the 
voiced oral labial would in this position be realised as |(v|.!!9 On the 
other hand we have /upulgak / topolgak “cyperus” attested with p in 
Brâhmi script (TT VII M29 and ms. Mz 202 r1). Conceming Old 
Turkic 4öpö “hill, #fapa “towards?, fapin- “to worship?, fap-ig “service”, 
topol- “to pierce”, kapar- “to swell up, form a blister, £apag / kapig 
“gate”, kopuz “stringed instrument”, köpik / köpük “foam”, sipir- “to 
sweep”, yipar “musk? or the DLT”s #üpi “a high wind, sapan “a 
plough”, tapan “the sole of the foot or a boot” or ipik “a stick” no 
evidence is known to me of a pronunciation with (bJ.!!! 

(f| is an allophone of both /p/ and /v/ appcaring before /4/: yafsur- < 
yap-i$-ur- “to stick or fasten something onto something else”, e.g, is 
spelled with F in Pothi 127; this text is in Manich&an writing, which 
has a special character for (f1.!!Z The form spelled as yavSuru (< yap- 
i5-) in ShöAgon 1,365 has the same meaning; using Semitic B (which 
signals a voiced labial fricative in Uygur as in Sogdian), the scribe 
might actually have meant |fJ. He may, however, also really have been 
thinking of |vJ: Kâğsgarı (fol.485) states that the verb has the shape 
yapdur- but that there is a variant which he spells with WJ instead of BJ 
adding that this is pronounced with /â4”. Dankoff & Kelly think that 
what he means is |w)| because they believe Kâğgarı pronounced wâw the 
Persian way, as |v|. They may be wrong, as (fl and (v| share the feature 
of labiodental articulation as against kapsur- (not “kabsur-, as 
transcribed), appearing in BT MI 935 beside kavsur- elsewhere in that 
text. /apsur- “to hand over” is also likely to have been pronounced as 
taf$ur-, but tapöur- in DLT fol. 354 shows that the Oarakhanid dialect 
did not participate in such a development; in that source we also find 


110 #oburga could be read with p in DLT fol. 245, where Dankoff & Kelly write b; 
Kâsgarı uses bâ' also to represent the sound |pJ. See OTWF for Uygur instances of api- 
and apif- not mentioned in the EDPT or the UW. The latter writes abıg and abıtılmaksız 
with b, which is justified by the Brâhmı spelling, while api- etc. is phonemic. 

VI If Turkish has kabar-, saban and çubuk this is because these words had long 
vowels in their first syllables in Proto-Turkic and Proto-Oguz. 

112 Note, though, that the verb övir- is also spelled with F in TT IX 117, also in 
Manich&an writing. 
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the variant kikdür- < kiksür-. p > fandk> x, which both take place 
before /9/, are attested only in back-harmony syllables. The runiform, 
Uygur, Brâhmi and Tibetan scripts have no character for |fJ. 

|fİ is otherwise found in borrowings; a very well attested one is /risfi 
,angel* spelled with v (Semitic B) e.g. in ManUigFrag r3. The note to 
BT V 241, where /risti is also attested, lists the four ways in which the 
first sound of this word is spelled in Uygur writing: cither with B (one 
example beside the one just mentioned) or with P with a pair of dots 
over or under the letter or (most commonly) with a line under the letter 
P. The word spelled as Porom in KTE 4 and BO E 5 in fact represents 
Forom, coming from From, the Parthian form of the name of (East) 
Rome or Byzantium. In runiform mss. it is the characters b' and b” (also 
used for writing /v/) rather than p (as in the inscriptions) that are used 
for rendering |). 

We had, in the table, given /p/ and /w/ as unvoiced and voiced oral 
labial consonants respectively. With the addition of foreign words we 
get /p/ and /w/ as unvoiced and voiced oral bilabial consonants (/m/ 
presumabiy also being bilabial and voiced) and /f/ and /w as unvoiced 
and voiced oral labiodentals respectively. 


2.32. The alveolars 


It is clear that Old Turkic had a /(/; the guestion is whether the voiced 
counterpart of this was /6/ and not /d/ in the whole of Old Turkic. The 
Proto-Turkic voiced alveolar migh?t have been /d/, secing that this is 
what appcars in Sayan Turkic, and that the Proto-Turkic phoneme fused 
with /t/ in Yakut. A change *4 >dis, however, possible even between 
vowels under substrate or adstrate influence, and the Yakut 
development is secondary in any case. Evidence will be presented 
below for the thesis that the main allophone of the voiced alveolar 
consonant was |6| and not (d| in all Old Turkic including Orkhon 
Turkic (against the view of T. Tekin and some others). The runiform 
and the Uygur and Sogdian scripts have two characters to represent the 
non-nasal alveolars, the phonemes referred to above as /t/ and /6/; the 
Semitic scripts use the Semitic /au or feth character for the former and 
lamed for the latter. Semitic daleth is not used at all in Sogdian and 
Uygur writing and is in Manich&an script used only after n. The 
runiform script has, in addition, two ligatures, one to express an /1/ 
followed by an alveolar, the other an /n/ followed by an alveolar. The 
Çarakhanid authors writing in Arabic script had at their disposal three 
letters (here disregarding the glottalised consonant characters) to 
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represent non-nasal alveolars, 44, dâl and 6ğ/. These three letters can be 
said to reflect a differentiation along two trait distinctions: /â is 
voiceless or strong while dâ/ and öâl are voiced or weak; alternately, 44 
and dâl are stops while 6â/ is a continuant. Dealing with the distinction 
which the DLT makes between dâl and öğ/, Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 55- 
56 find that there isa lot of fluctuation between the two; cf. examples 
such as 10 times bodun vs. 17 times bodun in their footn. 80. The 
reason for this can very well be graphic, as the graphic difference 
consists of a superscribed dot; such diacritics of the Arabic writing 
system notoriousiy get lost in the mss. whatever the language.!!3 Note, 
on the other hand, that there are e.g. nearly 50 instances of aöak and not 
a single adak in the DLT. The OB mss. sometimes differ among 
themselves in this respect, B e.g. often writing £ada$ where C has 
kada$. As Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 55 note, Kâğgarı explicitly mentions 
a d - ö alternation in connection with two words and in at least three 
places in the Divân has separate subheadings for the two letters; he also 
states that those dialects which change d to y also change dto y. All 
these bits of information do not prove that there were two distinct 
voiced oral alveolar phonemes. Most authorities describing Old Turkic 
spoke of dand not of 6. I think the main allophone of the single voiced 
non-nasal alveolar was /6/; | agree in this with Johanson 1979 and 
Sims-Williams 1981, scholars of guite different background and 
outlook who reached this opinion independentiy.!!4 Sims-Williams” 
arguments are based mainly on the fact that /amed never denoted a stop 
in Sogdian, the language from which the Uygurs got their main 
alphabet. The main point in Johanson”s thought is that suffixes like *d4 
(locative), -dAĞI (future participle) or -4Xm etc. (past tense), which 
normally have the d runes, write these suffixes with the / runes when 
they are preceded by /r 1 n/ and rarely /2/ (unless, in the case of /orn, 
there is a ligature). Variants of suffixes starting with the voiced alveolar 
are dealt with singly in the morphology chapter of this book; it turns out 
that different suffixes behave differentiy, some of them showing the 
stop allophone only after /I n/ and some after /r/ and even (rarely) /Z/ as 
well. Johanson states that the / runes in these cases do not represent a 
different phoneme but the stop (i.e. (d)) allophone of /6/. Other 


113 The authors consider two other possibilities: “2) the phoneme was between (d)| and 
Id), and Kâğgarı uses D and D interchangeably to indicate it ...; 3) the wavering reflects 
dialect mixture.” 

114 Sims- Williams (1981: 354), unaware of Johanson 1979, writes: , Further arguments 
could be adduced, but I hope that those already mentioned will be sufficient to indicate 
the desirability of a reconsideration of the whole guestion by a competent Turcologist.“ 
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languages where the main allophone of the voiced oral alveolar is a 
fricative, like Greek and Spanish, do the same when this phoneme 
appears after /n/. The ligatures are, accordingiy, to be read neither as 
“Tat, It)” nor as “(nö, 16P” but as (nd, Id). See section 2.409 below for 
further discussion of the phonotactic aspects of this matter. The 
evidence for these sounds to be gleaned from Brâhmi mss. has been 
discussed most authoritatively (and based on the widest evidence) by 
Maue 1983. Brâhmi sources also appear to distinguish between these 
three alveolar sounds, using the letters or letter seguences // or /d, £, dh, 
d and a special additional character serving in some manuscripts in the 
same way as dh serves in the others. // and /d clearly represent (|, / is 
(tl or |d)J, and dh or the special character represent |d| or (6). The letter 
d, which is only used in the ligature nd, is not relevant if, as Maue 
1983: 55 n.ll thinks, it was preferred over nf because nf looked so 
similar to //. Relevance does become evident, however, if one 
remembers that the Manich&an script uses daleth only after nun, and 
that one of the three sonant * consonant characters of the runiform 
script links the alveolar with /n/. The alternative view (which we find 
e.g. in Tekin 1968) takes runiform writing at face value, stating that the 
opposition between /d/ and /t/ is neutralised after /r Il n/ in favor of /W/: 
This is, it is there said, what happens in Chuvash, where Proto-Turkic 
/d/ coalesced with /1/ everywhere except after /rlw/, in which position it 
becomes /t/. The fact is, however, that Chuvash /t/ is, in this position as 
between vowels, pronounced as a weak stop. This is also what might 
have happened at some stage in Old Uygur: If / acguired a voiced 
allophone in certain positions, the |d)| allophone of /8/ might, e.g. at the 
stage when the mss. begin to use the / and d characters interchangabiy, 
have joined the phoneme /. T.Tekin 1968: 7 takes the stop 
pronunciation of adak “foot? or /0d- “to be satiated” to be characteristic 
of Orkhon Turkic, assuming these to have become adak and /06- 
respectively in subseguent stages of the language. This assumption need 
not be made for Orkhon Turkic, as the script did not have the possibility 
of distinguishing between the two alveolars (as it was also unable to 
distinguish between (b|J and (v| and between |(g| and (y)). The suffixes 
*dA, -dOk etc. have to be distinguished from suffixes like -:Ur-, which 
originaliy started with /t/ and show T in all positions in Orkhon Turkic; 
when they appear with D in late Uygur, this is the result of voicing 
assimilation coming up at that stage.!!5 


115 The remaining problem is why *d4, *dAn, -dAdI, -dOk, -dl etc. surface with /d/ 
and not /y/ in all those Middle and Modem Turkic languages which turned all (8) to /y/ 
within and at the end of stems although (6) is supposed to be their main allophone. The 
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2.33. The palatals 


Old Turkic /y/ is a consonant and not a semivowel alternant of //: 
When a stem ends in /y/, a 3'İ person possessive suffix following it 
starts without onset /5/, and if a suffix (e.g. -(Wir- or -(A)//m) starting 
with a vowel follows it, the vowel is not dropped. Vowels * /y/ give 
diphthongs neither in originally Turkic nor in borrowed elements.!!6 

/y/ is not the direct voiced counterpart of /8/, which is an affricate 
starting with |tJ) whereas the former is a fricative. Proto-Turkic onset /y/ 
does, however, appear as the voiced affricate (j|) in a number of Turkic 
languages including Volga Bolgarian, and also in cognates in Mongolic 
(which itself does have onset /y/ beside onset /7/ in original Mongolic 
words with no Turkic counterparts).!!7 Whether Old Turkic speakers 
also pronounced the affricate (j) (the volced counterpart of /6/) in any 
context is unknown; this may have been the case e.g. with vaZir “vajra”, 
which is often also spelled with C: |(jJ may for some have been less 
unpronounceable than |ZJ. We do not know exactiy how /6/ was 
pronounced. The seguence /ts/ appcars to have become /6/ in südi- “to 
be sweet and pleasant” (Oarakhanid) and südig “sweet” (found already 
in Orkhon Turkic; late meaning “sweet wine), since they probabiy 
come İrom *süf-si- “to be like milk”.!!4 In TT IX 24 /&/ is, Manich&an 
writing, spelled with the letter Z. 

calinliz appears as variant of yalinig “brilliant” in completely 
fragmented context, followed by a lacuna, in BT XIII 5,188 and also, in 
the binome dalinlig doglug, in ShöAv X1l1a9. This spelling may be the 
result of reborrowing from Mongolian, where yalin appcars as jalifn), 
and/or coglug (which may possibly have stood in the lacuna also in BT 
XII) may have had some alliterative influence. Zieme invokes the 
appcarance of &* for Old Turkic (and Oguz etc.) y* in some modem 


answer given by Johanson 1979: 52, that a locative suffix “*y4” would get confused 
with the dative is not convincing because 1) the dative has this shape in guite a small 
part of the Turkic world, 2) no similar explanation holds for any of the other suffixes 
mentioned, and 3) case suffixes /ave been known to disappcar because of diachronic 
sound laws. Rather, at some stage, presumabiy already in varieties of Old Turkic, |d)| 
was generalised at the onset of syllables or at least suffixes. 

116 Editors nowadays adapt the spelling of borrowed words to what is known about 
Old Turkic phonotactics. Only maytri, the Uygur name of the future Buddha Maitreya, 
is still transcribed “traditionally?, as “maifri”. 

117 It is not clear on what base Johanson 2001: 1723b assumes the existence of /// in 
“Ost-Alttürkisch” (as he calIs the language). 

118 This is made likely in OTWF 204 and 534; cf. Persian Sirin ,sweet” < Sir ,milk” 
and the fact that Turkmen süy? and süyji both have long vowels. 
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languages, but this word by itself is not enough for assuming that there 
was such a dialect also among the users of Old Turkic texts. 

/W could have been cither a palatalised nasal as in Dolgan or a 
nasalised |yJ as in Yakut (both Lena Turkic languages); it is retained 
also in Tofa. Our evidence for this phoneme is rather scanty: Among 
the original stock we can discern, perhaps, one suffix, one pronoun, 
cight nouns and adjectives, three verb stems, the proper name Tuw#ukok 
and the ethnic name Kifafi. A character for this sound exists only in the 
runiform script; the palatal nasal of the Indic writing systems is not 
used for representing it. Runiform sources (listed in Clauson 1962: 91) 
have /f/ (beside proper names) in the diminutive suffix -k/74 and in the 
stems afig “bad, digaf “destitute”, #urfa “crane” 19 Kaüu “which”, kof 
“sheep” (also in kodi) and yai- “to disperse?. A Turfan fragment (MIK 
II 34b—TIT 20 in KöktüTurf, p. 535 in SEddTPF) listing runiform 
characters together with their pronunciation in Manich&an script gives 
YY (to be read iy or iy) for the runiform character 5. This could signal 
a transitional stage, in which this character was still known and could 
still be used when writing in runiform script, though its pronunciation 
had changed. Therefore, if we find a word spelled with runiform 4, this 
in itself does not guarantee nasal pronunciation, and the convergence of 
/W/ with /y/ may partly have taken place carlier than assumed hitherto. 
Alternatively, the author of this fragment may have felt y to be the 
representation closest to the nasalised voiced palatal consonant he 
knew; this is what I would do if it sounded as it does in modern Yakut. 

In Old Turkic written with other alphabets, */f/ in most texts becomes 
y. turüa “crane, e.g., appcars as furya in TT VI P 29; Zieme's correct 
interpretation of this is guoted in Maue 2002: 83 (footn. 43). There are, 
however, conspicuous exceptions: A few Manich&an mss. have the 
digraph NY also in Semitic writing systems. We find it in birtkinyâ 
“single” (M 1 23,32) and in kanyu in Wettkampf 43, six times in the 
London scroll of TT VI (according to Laut 1986: 81), PaficFrag 192 
and ManTürkFrag 7, with an additional 10 examples for kanyu 
mentioned in the note to this latter instance. Two of these examples 
appear in a Buddhist fragment guoted in then. to TT V A 23, showing 
that the retention of /8/ was not limited to Manich&an sources (as 


119 1 do not think the spelling with NY in the IrkB indicates a pronunciation placing N 
and Y into separate syllables: There are in that text many instances of a double sign 
being redundantly accompanied by a simple one, e.g. Türk getting spelled with the 
character for rounded front vowels followed by "£. #urfiya is probably just to be read as 
tura (or possibly as turufia in view of some modem forms). 
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generally thought).!29 The spelling *NYT for “evil?” in Manich&an script 
in the X“âstvânift, 21 times in Uygur script in the TT VI London scroll 
(again according to Laut) and no doubt elsewhere as well can be read 
cither as anig or as aüi(i)g, depending on whether one believes that // 
lived on unchanged in this text or that it became /n/. In mss. in Uygur 
writing, this may also be a misreading of a(yjig, when the editor 
assumes defective spelling of a with a single a/ef, since N and alef 
mostiy look the same in that script (see also the UW entry ayig). We 
encounter similar problems with k£ö7- “to burn (intr.), the other verb 
ending in //, whose - Ur- derivate seems to be attested with NY, YN, Y 
or N in Manich&an sources (see OTWEF). The only example which may 
have to be read as anig because there is a superfluous alef after the N 
appears in Fedakâr 549 (Sogdian script) in very fragmentary context; 
the Y is also damaged. künâs “a sunny place” in IrgB 57 is an exception, 
explained through contamination with &ön “sun: This runiform ms. 
otherwise consistently retains /f/, in kof, afig, tura and digafi.'2! 

koyn “sheep? is another exception, consistentiy spelled thus in most 
Uygur sources. Some examples are listed by Doerfer 1993: 129,122 who 
considers this to be mostly an archaism for what was already 
pronounced as /y/. In view of the five cases!23 where this word is 
spelled in Brâhmi writing as it is spelled in Uygur scripts, Ido not think 
its pronunciation as a single syllable containing a nasal stretch or 
feature can be doubted. £oy is normal in Çarakhanid but is rare even in 
late Uygur. 

fi > yn is otherwise characteristic of Oguz, e.g. in boynuz ,horn*,!24 
and doynak “horse's hoof” < *fofok. We can add the DLT”s evidence 
on Oguz baynak “dung', which corresponds to mayak in Uygur and 
Oarakhanid. At the end of stems, yn is in Oguz realised as yXn, e.g. 


120 kanyuda has also been read in U 11 6,13, also Buddhist, but the ms. is now lost. 

12! Uygur otherwise has kuya$ < *kufia$, which lives on as kufa:s “warm weather? in 
Yakut and Dolgan. The IrgB form conforms with Khaladj künâs / kinâs “sunny” and 
Oguz günâs$ (Turkmen “sunny, sunlight, sunny place). 

122 koyin in BuddhKat 20 is not the nominative, as he thinks, but the accusative form 
of stem * possessive suffix; the passage reads afin, adgirin, koyin yilkisin ... idalayur. 
This rather early source has progressive -sA instead of the conditional suffix -sAr, and 
koy “sheep” could be another progressive feature; but then, || could also have been a 
too difficult a task to tackle in the Tibetan transcription. 

123 In TT VHİ P, reedited together with an additional fragment in Maue 2002. The 1“ 
person singular modal suffix is also practically always spelled with final YN. 

124 Tt follows from the Brâhmi spelling in Maue 1996 nr. 44 b B 8 that Uygur muyuz 
had back vowels (and not front ones as written in the EDPT); spellings in Uygur writing 
are ambiguous. 
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koyun ,sheep*, Ottoman göyün- < köf- “to burn, beyin “brain? < *bâüi 
(coda vowel presumably metanalysed as possessive suffix). 

Kâsgarı mentions it as a characteristic of the dialect of the Argu that 
they changed /y/ to /n/ in the words kanak “the skin on milk, cream on 
the top of milk”, £anu “which”, kon “sheep? and kön- “to burn. The last 
three are attested in Old Turkic with /, while the first one is found in 
this shape in Yakut. The Argu dialect, then, is one which Kâğgarı knew 
to have changed /*/ to /m. This is also what happened among the 
ancestors of the Khaladj, whose dialect has n where Proto-Turkic had 
*7.12 The shape of *yufi “peacock” follows form Uygur yuy (twice Suv 
and twice Paficarakşa) and the DLT”s (twice) yun.!26 Above, we had 
seen that /urfa “crane” became /urya in Uygur, as still today in Tuvan; 
in Çarakhanid this bird name as well became #urna (DLT fol.550 and 
OB 74 and 5377), as in Oguz, Kipchak and South-Eastem Turkic. 

The diminutive suffix *4/74 became *k/y4 (spelled as -ky4) in most 
of Old Uygur. It has been assumed since Gabain's first treatment of the 
dialect guestion that the passage fi >n had taken place in some Uygur 
sources as weli, but this hardly seems to be the case. She bases her idea 
among other things on two TT I words which she read as containing the 
diminutive suffix *k/n4, but these subseguentiy turned out to be 
misreadings of *k/*€4. azkina “guite little” appears with /W in two 
Uygur (U 139 v5 in the note to BT V 175 in Manich&an script, and KP 
7,6) instances, but the UW guotes dozens of others which have /y/. 
There also are two OB instances of azkina (3964 and 5440 in all three 
mss.) and cf. azrakkina in OB 6633 in both mss.. The scribe in DLT 
fol.601 seems to have done the appropriate thing when, in a guatrain 
rhyming sözkiyâ, tuzkiya and közkiyâ he adds dots for nün on the first 
and third word without crossing out the dots for yâ'; all dots seem to be 
by the first hand. The *// in this suffix appears to have an exceptional 
history in any case, as it turms up as *k/n4 in Middle and Modem 
Kipchak and in South Eastern Turkic, whereas other original /f/s appcar 
as /y/ in those branches of Turkic.!27 If -£/74 had become *4/y4 among 
the ancestors of the speakers of Middle or Modern Kipchak languages 


125 Doerfer considers this language to be new Argu, as it were, but material in Sims 
Williams 2000 shows that Turkic Khaladj lived as a nation in Northern Afghanistan 
already before the appearance of the Argu in the sources. 

126 CF. Zieme 1969: 226 for a probable Mongolian cognate. Dankoff & Kelly read the 
DLT word as yün and are followed by Hauenschild 2003: 249-250. The EDPT (entry 
yo:n) is wrong in stating that “there is no native Turkish word for “peacock””. 

127 Another exception is /ur(u)üa “crane”, mentioned above; contiguity with /r/ may 
there be the reason. 
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or Üzbek or Uygur, they could not have reversed the process; there 
must have been one or more influential but now obsolete dialect where 
this suffix was retained with some sort of nasal. 

Secondary /ny/, the seguence of two phonemes, also got simplified to 
/y/ in Çarakhanid, as shown by the shape of -yOk derivates of bases 
ending in /n/: ögrâyök “custom” from ögrân-, bulgayok “confused? from 
bulgan-, osayok from osan- and sarkiyok from sarkin-; verbs of the 
shape “ögrâ-, “osa-” and “sarki-” are not attested and bulganyok is 
lexicalised already in Uygur. If the DLT”s kayak and Argu kanak 
(Middle and Modem Turkic kaymak except kanak in Khaladj) go back 
to kayna- “to boil? and the base of kayintur- as suggested in Doerfer 
1993; 130, then the source of the n — y alternation should, in this word, 
also not come from /f/ but from the phoneme seguence /yn/ or even 
/ym/. 

One piece of evidence for original *f as second consonant are those 
cases where there is, in an originally Turkic word, /m/ at the beginning 
ofa word without there being a nasal following it. Such cases are 
Uygur moyum “confused, muyuz “hor, mayak “dung', the DLT's 
mayil “overripe” and its cognates, muyga “headstrong” and muygak 
“female maral deer”. Uygur meji “brain” corresponds to meyi in the 
DLT, mânâ in the OB, both attested solidiy; I do not think that this 
should make us posit “*1j? as an additional phoneme for Proto-Turkic, 
as is believed by some: Note that *buüuz also became müyüz or muyuz 
in the latest Uygur and in the DLT, but cf. Chuvash mâyraka (With 
diminutive suffix). The b > m change thus gives us an indication for the 
original state of affairs in stems starting with labials. The number of 
*//s which we do not know about because the stem started with /t/, /Ğ/, 
/k/ or vowel, not being attested in the carliest texts or in Khaladj must, 
taken together, have been much greater. In a Yenisey inscription we 
find /falarim “my colts?. This noun is otherwise attested in the DLT 
and the OB, in Middle and Modem Turkic but not in Uygur; generally 
it has the shape /ay and Yakut has /iy. Had it not been for this one 
inscription, we would not have known of the possibility that the word 
may have had a palatal nasal; this is a matter of coincidence. In view of 
the state the Yenisey inscriptions are in, the N may also be error. 

To sum all this up from the dialectological point of view, post- 
inscriptional Turkic had varieties in which // was in some form or 
other retained as an independent phoneme; elsewhere it became /yn/ or 
fused with the phonemes /W or /y. fi > n is attested in Argu and 
Khaladji, for two nouns in Çarakhanid; *//W4 had a special 
development. In Uygur / was gradually reduced to /W with 
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fluctuations, but there was no n dialect within Uygur. Wherever 
scholars have found an N for *fi in Uygur, there practically always is a 
Y beside it, again giving /W; assuming defective spelling (which is 
common in all texts and especially in the ones in guestion) the (in any 
case rather rare) instances for N can all, with one exception in Sogdian 
writing, be read as NY or YN. Clauson 1962: 118 had proposed that 
these NY, YN and N are all spellings for 5. Röhrborn 1981-82 accepted 
this view and further proposed that the Y < ü appcaring in these texts 
should be read as Jü| as well: I think the opposite is true: NY was, at 
any rate in mss. in Manich&an and Uygur script, an archaic and 
obsolete spelling for what was presumably already being pronounced as 
yl by most of the population. This could partly have been true even for 
the runiform mss., even if they consistently wrote N. 


2.34. The velars and */h/ 


The pronunciation of /k/ is likely to have been rather different in back- 
vowel and front-vowel surroundings, at that time as in most modem 
Turkic languages: All the writing systems of Semitic origin, all 
varieties of the runiform script as well as Old Turkic texts in the 
Northern Brâhmi used different letters to render these two. In the latter 
there are two traditions for rendering the guttural consonants, as shown 
by Maue 1985, both involving three signs: In one tradition, volced and 
unvoiced are distinguished in the back-vowel domain, while front /k/ 
and /front /g/ go undistinguished. This is clearly influenced by the 
system of the Uygur script, where gimel and heth represent back-vowel 
/g/ and /k/ respectively in pre-classical Uygur texts, double-dotted 
gimel-heth assuming the task of |g| in Classical Uygur, whercas no 
voice distinction is made explicit among the front velars.!28 We have 
the same situation in the Çarakhanid system, where ghain and gâf are 
voiced and voiceless repectively, whereas kâf also serves for /g/ in the 
front domain. In the other Braâhmi tradition, which is closer to 
phonological reality, back and front /k/ are distinguished, but not back 
and front /g/. In Tibetan writing, |g)| is generally (but not in BuddhKat) 
spelled as GR at the beginning of words and syllables though not at the 
end of syllables. The hippological bilingual in southern Brâhmi 


128 I know of only one text in Uygur writing which uses K and X indiscriminately: 
HamTouHou 16, a letter written by an ambassador from Khotan to China, who appears 
not to have been all too familiar with Uygur spelling; it shows other irregularities as 
well, e.g. besine “fifth” written as PYSYC, 
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(Wordlist) uses K both for front and back /k/, while BuddhKat often 
uses G for both at the onset of words. 

Runiform O rendered a fricative (xJ especially in foreign words; e.g., 
in the Orkhon inscriptions, the proper name Maxarad and the city name 
Buxarag. The title kan was probably also pronounced as xan; the 
opposition kan “blood” vs. xan “ruler? must be considered a minimal 
pair, insofar as vowel length was no longer distinctive.!2 xan may have 
been an early borrowing into Turkic from a language which died out 
without direct documentation, and is also the source of the second 
syllable of burxan “Buddha”.!39 Since xan must have been within the 
Old Turkic lexicon for centuries, we are entitled to consider it to be part 
of the legitimate base for determining the phoneme inventory. (x| 
would have been considered a phoneme if there had been more 
distinctive load on the opposition, if it had not been an allophone of /k/ 
and perhaps a free alternant as well. The voiceless velar may sometimes 
have been pronounced as a fricative also in front harmony words: We 
find a word for “breast-strap” spelled as kömüldrüx with H in Wordlist 
21, 

The realization of Sanskrit /h in loans in Uygur texts in Uygur script is 
explored by Röhrbor 1988. As he shows, it was spelled as X before the 
vowels /a u o/; before the vowels /i e/, however, K was used to represent 
what had been Sanskrit 4. The reason, probably, is that the sources of 
the Uygur g character are in fact the Semitic letters gimel and heh, 
which were in Sogdian used to express the voiced and the unvoiced 
velar fricatives respectively.!3! 

When originally Sanskrit words containing the consonants £, g, kh or 
gh appear in Uygur, they are spelled as K even when they share 
syllables with back vowels. Borrowed terms appcar often to have been 
taken over through Sogdian, the script is in any case adapted from 
Sogdian and this is Sogdian spelling practice. The explanation proposed 
by Johanson 1993a: 96 that the Uygurs had used K and not X to 
represent the foreign unvoiced gutturals because they had felt them to 
be less velar than the back-vowel dorsal of their language (represented 


129 The word for “blood” had a long vowel in Proto-Turkic. 

130 The first syllable is said to come from an early Chinese pronunciation of this name 
(the modern Mandarin pronunciation being /0). 

BI See Röhrbor 1996: 179-180 on this guestion. Röhrborn approvingiy guotes 
Clauson 1962: 103 and 105, taking his side against Sims-Williams 1981: 355, n.26 on 
the matter of Clauson's consistent reference to gimel-heth where Sims-Williams 
distinguishes between the instances of gimel and of heth, but Clauson was referring to 
Sogdian (and was wrong about that) whereas Röhrborn refers to the Uygur letter. 
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by X) may be just as valid. Röhrborn 1996 has a third explanation, that 
they were chosen because caph was uneguivocally plosive while 
gimel/heth had primarily been fricative in Sogdian, was still so in 
Uygur in the voiced domain and partly also in its unvoiced counterpart 
((g — xf). The Sogdians could in any case not have used gimel or heth 
for expressing stops as these letters exclusively represented fricatives in 
their language.'32 Röhrbom states that the spelling rules of Old Turkic 
need not be expected to hold also for borrowings, since the coexistence 
in one word of velar characters respectively serving front and back 
harmony is possible only in them. While this is correct, | still see a 
problem with Röhrbom's argument in the fact that the phenomenon is 
not limited to the Sogdian-Uygur alphabet but also appears in the 
Manich&an one, where both caph and goph are used for both the front 
and the back velar (the latter dotted); but we find, in Manicha&an 
writing, in M II 12,8, #razuk “scales for weighing” with front K. Suffixes 
added to borrowings were spelled the Turkish way, which lead to words 
like $(u)lok*-ka “to the poem” (< Skt. s/oka) being spelled with K in the 
stem but X in the suffix. Cf. also Erdal 2002: 5-7. 

In Turkic words (xJ is, among other things, the allophone of /k/ in 
contiguity with /$/ in back-vowel words, e.g. in oxSa- “to caress”. The 
DLT fol.144 also spells og$a- “to resemble” (as well as a number of 
derivates from this verb) with xâ, but that is the result of assimilatory 
devoicing which appears to have been rare in Uygur.!33 There, this verb 
had a voiced velar fricative, |Joysa-| presumabiy still differing in 
pronunciation from 0x$4-. og$a- “to resemble” is also spelled with / in 
at least six Brâhmi instances mentioned in OTWF 780, while we know 
from Windgott 50 (Manich&an writing) that it there (still) was a voiced 
and not an unvoiced velar; Brâhmi / was also used for representing |y)|. 
tak$ur- “to compose verses? was probably also pronounced as /axsur-; 
the velar hardiy ever seems to be spelled with the g dots in Uygur 
writing. The same applies to the onomatopoetic verbs kax$a$u GaxSa$u 
yori- in Ht W 1541, the base of the latter appearing as öax$a- in DLT 
fol.569, and sixSa/- “to get dense? in Ht VII 1838. Finally yaxsi “fine, 
appropriate?, not attested before DLT and OB, clearly comes from yak- 


132 Such a situation has actually developed spontaneously in Modern Hebrew, where 
goph is the only letter used for rendering foreign (k| although caph also most often is 
pronounced as |k), because caph can also render the sound |(x)J; when guoting foreign 
terms or when outright borrowing them, this orthographic distinction serves 
unambiguous reading as (kJ or |x). 

13 The EDPT is therefore probably wrong in spelling all Uygur instances of ogsa- 
(discussed below) as ox$a- as weli. 
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i5- “to be suitable”. Sogdian &ys'poö, perhaps pronounced as &sS'pd, 
comes from Sanskrit siksâpada with k, this may mean that the 
İricativization of velars before /$/ may have been an arcal phenomenon. 

Zieme 1969: 36 gives a list of instances where x is written instead ofg 
between vowels; these may cither reflect a free alternation between stop 
and fricative, or they may be simple errors: Both in the Uygur and the 
Manich&an scripts, x differs from g only in that the former has one dot 
above the letter, the latter two. 

Kâğgarı says that the Oguz and Kipchak pronounce onset back- 
harmony k as (xJ in such words as xayu “which?, xanda “where? and 
xizim “my daughter”. Ottoman hangi and hani, Azeri hara “where” and 
haysi “which” show that there was such a process in the interrogatives; 
the velar of “daughter” is a fricative in Volga Bolgarian (late 13“ 
century). 

The realisation as stop (i.e. as |(g| or even perhaps as (kJ) after sonants 
is partly observable also for /g/ (and not only for /6/), as indicated by 
the word spelled ârkli in the Orkhon inscriptions: Phonologically or at 
least morphophonologically speaking this is âr-eli with the participle 
suffix -(X)g//. What may have led to the pronunciation Jârkli| with (k| 
is the syllabification örklli, Old Turkic having no coda cluster (rg). If 
the first velar character in yapirgak “leaf” is double-dotted in HTs VII 
15, this can, however, very well mean that it was /g/ pronounced asa 
stop and not as a fricative, rather than pointing towards a pronunciation 
“yapirkak/. Further instances to be considered in this connection are 
burki “frowning; wrinkled (face) attested in Uygur, Brahmi and Arabic 
script and formed with the formative -g/ described in OTWF Ş 3.110, 
the particle ârki which has been proposed to come from âr- “to be” by 
different suffixes starting with /g/, or the rather opague kulkak < 
*kulgak “car. Im other positions, the pronunciation of the weak velar 
appecars to have been fricative. The /g/ of the words arif-gali “for 
cleaning” and yumurtga “egg” is spelled with / in BuddhKat: This can 
just mean that /g/ was here pronounced as a fricative |yJ, but it could 
also have been pronounced as (x|J: To judge by the diacritics of the 
verbs agfur- “to raise”, agfin- “to rise, climb, get to” and agfar- “to 
throw, tum or roll something over, to translate” in Uygur script and the 
Manich&an and Brâhmi spelling of agfin-, their velar had already 
gotten devoiced in Uygur; evidence is discussed in the UW entries and 
in OTWEF 586, 734. The DLT a number of times spells agfar- as axtar-. 
Wordlist (Southerm Brâhmi) also often spells /g/ as H after back vowels, 
e.g. in agzti “mouth”, kirig “selvage of the saddle”, azig “elephant tusk” 
or kasig “inside of the cheeks” and even after front vowels, in yig “bridle 
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bit”, ig “attachment”, bügsâk “upper chest” and bögür “kidney?. Editors 
often transcribe /g/ as g in words with front harmony but as y in words 
with back harmony, implying that the back-harmonic variant of this 
phoneme was a fricative whercas the front variant was a stop. This 
practice reflects the spelling on the Semitic scripts adopted for Old 
Turkic: Semitic gime/ was a velar fricative in Sogdian, the language 
from which the Uygurs took the script they used most often, whercas 
caph, which served for both front /k/ and /g/, represented a stop in 
Sogdian. Taking y to symbolise a voiced velar fricative and an accent 
sign to symbolize palatal pronunciation, Doerfer's y and y (as e.g. in 
Shor, or in Anatolian dialects retaining the velar pronunciation of /g/ 
after vowels) are in fact probably more exact renderings of /g/ when not 
preceded by /r1n/. 

As already noticed in OTWEF 747, a number of verbs formed with the 
suffix *g4Ar- (with G documented as such in sources in runiform, 
Manich&an, Brâhmi or Arabic script) are causative counterparts of 
-(Ö0k- verbs: âdtik- > âdtgâr- as dealt with in OTWF 743 and in the 
UW, idtik- “to submit, enter, capitulate” > i6tgâr- “to introduce, 
subdue, conguer” and /a$tik- “to go or step out” > /a$tgar- “to bring, 
give or get out” are formed with the addition of the causative suffix 
-Ar-. m andtgar- “to make somebody swear an oath” < amttik- “to 
swear an oath” and din*gar- “to investigate something? < dintik- “to be 
confirmed, found genuine? the /g/ is solidiy documented only by the 
DLT and further research is needed to determine whether especialIy 
Cingar- and the petrified converb Öngaru were pronounced as here 
spelled in Uygur as well. The alternation between the two velars is not 
necessarily one of voice; it may also be that G was chosen for the 
causative because the velar was, in this position, pronounced as a 
fricative and not as a stop. This, however, is only a hypothesis. The 
altemation is no doubt related to a distributional difference which we 
find in Orkhon Turkic!34 concerning the appcarance of the letters £ and 
g after consonants within stems: /k/ is found practically exclusively 
after /r V, in alkin-, ilki, kulkak, yilki, arka, arkis, tarkan, tarkin&, 
tokurkak, irkin, ârkli, ârklig. The only exception is yuyka “thin”, attested 
twice in Tufi 13.!35 No such limitations exist, on the other hand, for /g/: 


134 This is based on the documentation of Tekin 1968: 88-91; proper names and what I 
consider to be errors have been excluded. 

135 This shape of the word is isolated, as Old Uygur has yuka and Çarakhanid yuvka or 
yupka. The word is well attested in Middle and Modern Turkic languages but none 
show a y or any reflex of one. I don't think one can take it to be a mason's error ifa 
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Beside lexemes with /1g/ such as bilgâ, bulga- or tolgat- and /rg/ such 
as kârgâk or tirgür- we also find ones such as idcgin-, adgir, âdgü, 
tamgali, amga, âmgâk, ingâk, kisga, basgu, tavisgan, bosgur- or 
kazgan-. There thus appears to have been a complementary distribution 
within stems, which does not hold before inflexional suffixes, but sg4r- 
clearly did not count as inflexional: The dative suffix is always spelled 
with K, e.g., while the directive suffix always has G.!36 

The phonemic opposition /k/ : /g/ is solid after vowels, e.g. in aki 
“generous, VİTtUOUS? VS. agi “treasure', âk- “to sow? vs. âg- 'to bend” 
and ox$a- “to carress” vs. ogsa- 'to resemble'. However, it seems 
difficult to find such minimal pairs for other positions. 

The alternation /n/ — /g/ (i.e. the neutralisation of the opposition of 
nasality in the velar domain) occurring in Orkhon Turkic is not a purely 
phonic matter, as it there takes place only with the 2"İ person possessive 
suffix (used also in the preterit suffix); it is documented in section 
3.122. This is a dialect characteristic which, according to DLT f0l.350, 
also occurs in some Argu dialects. It does not happen in the 2" person 
plural imperative suffix (where /n/ is in the coda as with the possessive 
singular), nor with the genitive (whose Orkhon Turkic variant after 
consonants is -Xy) nor, in Orkhon Turkic or in Uygur, in stems. Asa 
guite different phenomenon, the Mait (as listed in Laut 1986: 71-74), 
the HamTouHou text 18, a few Manichean texts and the DLT 
sporadicaliy spell /n/ as K in Uygur and Arabic script (where this letter 
is used also for /g/). This is a purely graphic matter, as (front) K appears 
in back-vowel words as well, A few Uygur mss. (dealt with by Zieme 
2002) spell (pl as K with a superposed dot. Rarely, /n/ and /g/ do 
altemate in the DLT: “elephant? there is yayan (not among the Oguz) or 
yayan (cf. Uygur yaya); sa: to you” < saya in DLT fol.536 and the 
address fârim < fâyrim in DLT fol.199 presumably passed through a 
stage with /g/. 

/y/ does not consist of the seguence /ng/, although the Semitic writing 
systems spell it that way under front synharmonism. /n/ * /g/ gives // 
neither in stems like ingâk “cow?, nor when a stem ending in /W is 
followed by suffix (e.g. the directive) starting with /g/. This may have 
been different prehistorically in view of the fusion of *gArU with the 
2" and 3'İ person possessive suffixes to give *(X)y4rU and *(5)JyArU 
and taking âryâk “finger? and yayak “cheek-bone? to come from ârtân 


word occurs twice, as assumed by EDPT 874a; it might be a dialect peculiarity, 
however, and is in any case likely to be secondary. 
136 See section 3.124 for a discussion of the nature of the velar of the dative suffix. 
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“men? and yan “side? respectively.!37 C£. also kâliyünüm “my daughters- 
in-law? in Orkhon Turkic KT N9, assuming £âlin “daughter-in-law? * 
collective suffix *(4)gU * pronominal *n* * 1“ person possessive 
suffix (which is not completely regular, as the collective suffix 
otherwise loses its first vowel only after vowels). The 2"İ or 3“ person 
possessive suffixes in the dative case, *(X)y4 and *(5)/y4A, show an 
otherwise unattested prehistorical contraction /nk/ > /y/. 

There is no doubt that Proto-Turkic had an */h/ phoneme in the word 
onset; this */h/ is retained systematically in Khaladj and sporadicalIy in 
other modern languages, and has left reflexes in Old Turkic. The matter 
is dealt with in Doerfer 1980 (text of a lecture presented in 1976; 
German translation Doerfer 1995), who showed that /h/ appeared in 
some words which became parts of ethnonyms appearing in a Tibetan 
document from the 8” century (see below) and that an Old Turkic onset 
altemation yi — / is a reflex of */h/. Doerfer 1980/1995 only deals with 
cases where the vowel preceding sporadic /y/ is /i/, e.g. (yigac “tree”, 
(Wigla- “to weep' or (yirak “far. Sporadic /y/ does, however, appear 
also before other high vowels: We have yün- “to come up” in BlattRun 
16 and 22 where most sources have ün-; ürt- “to cover” has a variant 
yürt- in yürtgün (Mait 167 v 31) and yürt-ül- (Maue 1996, Mz 652 -T 


xe 


ve 


the DLT”s irig (twice).!38 CF. also Gabain 1941: 52 and see the 
(approximately ten) verbs discussed in the OTWF as mentioned in the 
glossary (858b-859a): Most of these have high vowels in the first 
syllable; two instances with /ö/ are less certain. /h/ did occur at some 
stage before low vowels as well, as shown by the tribe names Ud 
hadaklig “bovine-footed” and Hala yuntlug “possessing parti-coloured 
horses? appcaring in the 8” century Tibetan itinerary on the peoples of 
the north (sce Ligeti 1971, Tezcan 1975 and Moriyasu 1980); the words 
hadak and ha:la are the ones normally known as adak “foot” and ala 
“parti-coloured?.!39 Another term twice appearing with /9 in that source 
is the title known well as irkin from Orkhon Turkic and Oarakhanid 
sources. The itinerary is not written in Turkic but in Tibetan, which 


137 See OTWE 75 for these etymologies and cf. OTWF 165-166 for oyay “easy”. 

138 yirig / irig comes from Çarakhanid iri- / Uygur yirü- “to decay, rot” and may be 
related to yiriy — irin “pus”. 

139 With other words in the itinerary, among them Ho-yo-hor referring to the Uygurs 
(8 Hui hu in Modem Mandarin Chinese, Hayhurlar in the late Kas Xatun text presented 
by Peter Zieme at the 5. Deutsche Turkologenkonferenz in Mainz in October 2002, 
matters are a bit more complicated. 
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could have borrowed them at an carlier stage or from a dialect (like 
Khaladj) which did (unlike Old Turkic as attested in the sources) 
regularly retain /h/. Doerfer 1981-82a has argued that Orkhon Turkic 
also had /h/ as an actual sound, from the fact that the runiform character 
A sometimes (but not always) appears in the onset when comparative 
evidence makes us expect a word to start with g:, but never when it 
makes us expect that a word starts with /a:. This argument does not 
really seem to be convincing, as the data he adduces are scant and 
inconclusive. Is there any proof that this h did notf exist as such in Old 
Turkic, then? The runiform and Uygur script just had no such character, 
and the y — © alternation, which is a rather common reflex of */h/ in 
Uygur (including the runiform manuscripts), does not appcar to take 
place in the inscriptions of the Türk and Uygur kaghanates. The 
Manich&an script did have a letter for this sound: We find it several 
times in the Xw in the Parthian sentence man astar hirza ,Forgive my 
sins!“ and also, without phonetic value, to fill in the ends of lines (e.g. 
közünür-tâskih “the present?” in TT IX 46) or before holes in pofhi 
leaves (e.g. burxantlarıkah in TT IX 52). The Xw sentence is an 
instance of code switching (or it may have been an unintelligible 
formula for some of the lay people) and the words cannot be treated as 
borrowing. One might think that (h)| should have appeared explicitly in 
texts written in Manich&an script if original Old Turkic words had 
retained it in these sources. However, the Uygur, Manich&an and 
Syriac scripts were all taken over from the Sogdians, whose language 
had lost this sound: Doerfer mentions Sogdian '4/ corresponding to 
Persian hafi etc. So we get no help in this guestion from Manich&ans 
and Cbhristians. Then the scripts of Indic origin should have been 
explicit about this sound if the individuals using them had had /, but 
we find that the relevant characters are not used. Words in texts in 
Brâhmi script spell the relevant words without H, with the exception of 
the word hükün “heap?. Doerfer already noted that the small texts in 
Tibetan script dealt with by Clauson do not show onset /h/ and says that 
these and the Brâhmi texts are late. Nor, crucially, does the presumabiy 
10” century Buddhist catechism in Tibetan script have the letter / in 
Turkic words: adak “foot”, adir- “to separate?, ag- *to change”, âv 
“house”, ogri “thief, öl “wet”, öl- “to die”, ğz- “to rend” are here spelled 
without inital H although their Khalaj cognates do start with /h/; üntür- 
“to bring out” is spelled with y* but so is üc “three”. In view of all this, 
no unvoiced pharyngjal fricative can be posited for Old Turkic proper. 
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2.35. The sibilants 


We take Old Turkic in general to have distinguished between two 
voiceless sibilants, alveolar // and palatal /$/, though not all runiform 
texts and sources in Uygur writing consistentiy distinguish between 
them. Manich&an writing has two guite different characters, but a few 
Manich&an texts (guoted by Zieme 1969: 37-38) show S where other 
Turkic sources have $. This appears to be a phonological or phonetical 
rather than a graphemic matter, as shown by the fact that /$/ is spelled in 
regular fashion in the same mss. in Middle Iranian stretches. Zieme 
thinks that this might be a dialectal characteristic of these texts. The 
various runiform characters for front and back /s/ and /$/ also alternate 
in the different runiform inscriptions, both in that different inscriptions 
show different distributions and as altemation within the same 
inscription; e.g. the BO inscription has much more $ characters than the 
largely parallel KT inscription, which is two years carlier. This complex 
matter was dealt with by Thomsen 1896: 38, T.Tekin 1966 and 1968: 
61-2 and 93-98, AmanZolov 1970 and Tenisev 1971. S.E. Malov 
proposed in this connection that /$/ probably existed in the literary 
language but that the Orkhon Turks actually pronounced both common 
Turkic phonemes as /5/, and Tekin 1968: 94 agrees with him.!* The 
inscriptions of the Uygur Steppe Empire and most runiform mss. 
(notably the IrgB) have no $ letter at all; some runiform mss. use s” 
with a diacritic line above it to represent 3”. The suffix -m/$ is regularIy 
spelled as -mls” in the Orkhon inscriptions, which do have the letter $ 
(also after stems with back synharmonism); the Uygur runiform SU 
inscription, which does not have $, does use -mls' with back-harmony 
stems. The problem posed by such altermation has not been 
satisfactorily explained as yet. 

/z/, the voiced counterpart of /s/, is solidiy attested and well 
discemible in the writing system; see the next section for /2/ — /1/ 
altemations. 

/Z/, the voiced counterpart of the palatal fricative /$/, is found in 
borrowings, e.g., in ağun ,existence, life*, xZik “letter of an alphabet”, 
küzâl nice“, triZul “trident”, arZi “rşi (a class of beings in Indian 
religions)”, moZag (a Manich&an title), GinZu “truth”, amzu “offering 
averting demons? or küzi “incense'. In case it did exist in genuine 
Turkic words, then only as an alternant of the unvoiced palatal affricate 


140 Texts reflecting a more spoken language, such that wrote e.g. -s4 for the 
conditional suffix -s4r or kârâk for kârgâk “necessary', show no evidence for /5/ 
becoming /S/. 
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/8/ (see below). In Suv, we often find aZun spelled as asun: This may be 
an instance of voice confusion in spelling; it may also be, however, that 
we here have evidence that this foreign sound was replaced by the 
indigenous /$/. The same can be said e.g. in the case of arZi, which is 
also spelled with $ a few times in late mss. such as BT TI, Shö, Suv and 
some from the ETŞ (see UW 221).!4! 

The 3'İ person imperative suffix -zUn possibiy had a voiced palatal 
fricative |Z| or affricate |jJ in its onset: It is, in one instance ina 
runiform ms., spelled with the relevant diacritic on the Z sign and, in 
one inscriptional case, with the runiform letter for /&/; see section 3.23. 


2.36. The liguids 


The liguids /r V and the alveolar nasal /n/ are sometimes grouped 
together as “sonants? because they share certain traits of behaviour; in 
some cases /Z/ also behaves like them. The sonants have certain 
characteristics in common, which also distinguish them from other 
consonants: Among other things they can be used as first element in 
consonant clusters at the ends of syllables; other consonants (e.g. the 
voiced alveolar) appcar with stop allophones when preceded by them. 

Sitting astride on the synchrony / diachrony distinction on the one hand 
and the word formation / morphology distinction on the other is an 
regular and badiy understood alternation between /1/ and /2/. In 
morphology we find /2/ in the suffix of the negated aorist, where the 
positive aorist has /1/: -r (a variant of the suffix appearing after vowels) 
vs. -mÂ-z. Other instances of the alternation fall more into the domain 
of etymology. The cases of *sXZ, the privative suffix vs. the formative 
*sJrA4- derived from it, sâmiz “corpulent” vs. sâmri- “to be or become 
corpulent”, sekiz *sharp-witted? vs. sekri- “to jump, hop”, sa:z “pale” vs. 
sarig “yellow? (< *sa:ri-g) replacing it, yulfuz “star? vs. yuliri- “to gleam 
or shimmer?, Ottoman yaldiz vs. Old Turkic yaliri- “to glimmer?”, /öz 
“root, origin, element” vs. /örö- “to come into existence? and yaviz “bad” 
vs. yavri- “to be or become weak? may all be explained by the fact that 
the /2/ appcars at the end of its stem while /r/ is followed by a vowel; all 
these instances are discussed in the OTWE. One might want to decide 
that the /r/ is primary and the /2/ secondary by making the coda position 
responsible or one could see it the other way around, considering the /1/ 
to be caused by the presence of a vowel after it. Looking at âsiz *“woe; 
alas” vs. âsirkâ- “to regret the loss of someone or something”, kâz 


14! These instances are less likely to be reminsicences of the Sanskrit form. 
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“notch? vs. kârf- “to notch?, kiz “girl” vs. kirkin “maidservant?” or közsüz 
“eyeless” vs. kösürkân “mole?!4 one would prefer the first explanation: 
In all these cases the /2/ is at the end of the stem while the /1/ is not, 
though there is a great variety in what follows the /r/. The final position 
of /2/ in künfüz “during daytime” vs. // in the composite suffixes 
tdXrtln, s#dXrAn and *dXrtl points in the same direction. There is a 
related alternation z — rs in #irsgâk “elbow?, presumabiy from fiz “knee, 
and borsmok “badger? and borslan (a jingle with arslan), both in the 
DLT, presumabily from boz “grey, grey-brown?. Here, again, the /Z/s are 
at the end of the stem while the /rs/s are inside theirs. The same 
explanation could be appropriate for köz “eye” vs. kör- “to see' and 
kutuz 'raving dog etc.” vs. kufur- “to rave', taking into account the fact 
that verb stems appear much oftener with suffixes than nominal 
stems.!8 All this does not help us on in a case like /âgzin- 'revolve, 
rotate, travel about” (with derivates and /2/ cognates such as /âgzinö, 
tâgzim, tâgzig etc.) vs. tâgrâ “surrounding', fâgriglâ- “to assemble 
people around something”, #âgirmi “around”, #âgirmân “mill”, unless we 
are ready to make some bold etymological assumptions. The 
explanation could, however, very well apply to -m4z vs. -r, if we take 
the suffix to have originally had an additional vowel.!# This vowel 
would have dropped in the negative form carlier than in the positive, as 
stress was on the syllable preceding -m4- in the first case but on the 
suffix in the second. When it dropped from the positive form as weli, 
the “*r# > “z# rule would no longer have been operative. Some of the 
mentioned connections may admittediy be spurious, but our account of 
the evidence has not aimed at exhaustiveness; there will in any case 
remain enough evidence for the altemation r — z, which got so 
intertwined with the Altaic guestion.!© The OTWF discusses a similar 
alternation between /1/ and /$/.!46 


142 See the discussion in OTWF 88. 

143 The stem of kör- might also possibly originally have been *körü-, secing that the 
aorist of this verb is k&örür and not “körâr' (as would be expected from simple single- 
syllable verbs). arslan “lion? could then be connected with 4z- “to rave” if kaplan 
“leopard” comes from kap- “to snatch”. 

144 The aorist suffix has been connected with a Mongolic suffix which does have an 
additional vowel. 

145 Common Turkic /2/ appcars as /1/ in cognates in Chuvash-Bolgar and Mongolic. 

146 The note to Ht VII 670 derives ölüm from öfür-, appcaring to assume an /U — /r/ 
alternation; but no such alternation is attested in Old Turkic. I would consider it more 
likely for ötlüm to be related indirectiy, by coming from an —(X)/- derivate of the base. 
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2.4. Phonotactics and phonetic processes 


Phonotactic rules may have been different for genuine Turkic words 
and for loans. bodisatv (with variant bodisavt; class of Buddhist deities) 
was, e.g., probably pronounced with a coda cluster which was not 
found in Turkic words, and probably mixed front and back vowels. 
When writing down borrowed words scribes could always to some 
degree be guided not only by the way Turks pronounced these, but also 
by how they were spelled in their original languages and especiallIy in 
transmitting languages; this is true especialiy for religious texts, and in 
particular in source languages like Sogdian, for which the same writing 
systems were used as for Uygur. Still, Turkic phonotactics did interfere, 
e.g. by putting vowels before /r/“s which appear at the beginnings of 
foreign words, or by occasionally breaking up consonant clusters. 
Concerming borrowings, therefore, we cannot content ourselves with 
looking at single spelling instances of words, but look at the whole set 
of variants, to see how pronunciation and spelling might have evolved 
in the context of the conflicting tendencies of Turkisation on the one 
hand and learned rendering on the other. To give just one example, the 
word signifying “planet” spelled as KRX cannot automatically be 
expected to have been pronounced as *grax' and get transcribed as 
gr(a)x just because it had an onset cluster in Sanskrit; the Turks might 
just as well have broken up this onset cluster. Nor should one 
automatically assign changes in borrowed lexemes to the influence of 
Turkic: If Sanskrit bodhisattva appears in Uygur also as bodisavt, the 
loss of the coda vowel should have taken place already in the Aryan 
dialect which served as source of the borrowing; the metathesis /v > vf 
might be an internal Turkic matter but cowld also have existed in an 
intermediate language through which the word reached Uygur; the 
shape of a lexeme in the ultimate source language is not realiy relevant. 
What interests us primarily in this descriptive work are the synchronic 
rules which can be extracted from our material: e.g. the fact that all 
parts of Old Turkic show guite a number of borrowed words with onset 
/V as compared to the scarcity of onset /1/, even though both are egually 
barred from original Turkic phonotactics. 


2.401. Vowel assimilation by vowels 

The central phonotactic phenomenon of Turkic languages is syn- 
harmonism, a grammaticalised progressive assimilation functioning on 
the level of syllables, determining the choice between classes of vowel 
phonemes and between allophones of consonants; it has been called 
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vowel harmony because it typically works on the subphonemic level for 
consonants but on the phonemic level for vowels. The structure of Old 
Turkic synharmonism has already been referred to in section 2.2 and its 
functioning at morpheme junctures will be described in section 2.51. It 
could also have been described among phonotactic phenomena in that it 
consists of a set of relationships between elements in the sound 
syntagm constituting the word. It has been often stated that vowel 
harmony determines the borders of the word; this is true of the phono- 
logical word only: The morphological word is often shorter than the 
phonological, in that clitics are included in synharmonism; the lexical 
or semantic word is often longer than the phonological, in that lexical 
units can consist of several morhological words. The identity of Old 
Turkic sounds is not, however, determined by synharmonism alone. 
Backward vowel assimilation can concem lip rounding, raising or 
fronting. Backward rounding of vowels can be observed occasionally, 
e.g. in ârtüynü < ârtiyü (KP 3.8), tâgülök < *tâgilök “blind'!4 
(KPZieme 1), sugun < sigun (TT V11 29), tayusok < tayisok (< tay*sok, 
BT XIII 46,35), fögünür mân in a text in Tibetan script excerpted in 
Clauson 1962: 99, yerfündü < yertindü (KP 14,8, 47,6 and 78,3, 
BuddhKat 24 and 42), kügür- < kigür- “to introduce? (see OTWF 750 
and 817) or nugosf/ak in ms. Mz 169 (< TIx 21, published in Sertkaya 
1985). Im körtgün& < kerigünc (UigSukh 38) and örgür- < er-gür- 
(documented in OTWF 575, 749 and 755-6) low vowels are rounded. 
yaratunu uma- in KT E 10 shows that the phenomenon is old.!48 
Backward unrounding is rarer; it happens with the instrumental ending, 
e.g. in ögründüligin < ögrünlüslüg (MaitH XX 1r7) or umugsizin (Suv 
19,17 together with inagsizin) < umugısuz.!*9 Accusative forms such as 
özimin < öztümin or ögimin < ögtüm-in are attested a number of 
times in DKPAM mss., and cf. yumi$*tdi < yumu$ in BT VI A387. 
These could, however, be mere spelling peculiarities, as we also find 


147 The generally attested derivate from fâgil- “to be blinded” is /4g/-ök. The additional 
second vowel is more likely to be secondary (as with the next word mentioned) than to 
have been retained from the original verb base. Cf. yayilok < yayil- in UL 87,54 and 
basurok < bas-ur- in ShöAv 317 and BT XIII 39,22, where the old and widely attested 
variants of “error?” and “oppressor? are yaylok and basrok. 

148 There appears to be another inscriptional instance in 1.4 of part B of the Çara 
Balgasun inscription (Uygur Steppe Empire): In a footn. to BlattRun p.301 Thomsen 
proposes reading nugos/ak, basing his proposal among other things on Radloff 1894; 
293. Orkun 1938: 38 followed the Finnish Atlas, which has the impossible n'wg'wr?. 

149 C£. 4s'zn? in Tufi 35 in a back-vowel word. On the other hand, *sXz may have 
been originally unrounded, as shown by the formative *s/r4- derived from it. 
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yumis in BT VI B35 and also the accusative form ögiztüg < ögüz 
river? in BT Vİ B31 and 33. 

Backward raising influence is found in forms such as e$idtür- (e.g. U | 
6,3 in a Christian text), esti/- and estür- from âsid- “to hear; Brâhmi 
sources in fact have 13 instances of esef- / e$sir- / e$id- “to hear” (With 
derivate) vs. only two of â$id-. Thrice e/(i)i-, which exists beside âlr-, 
and thrice elig for âlig “hand” in Brâhmi sources (thus making it 
homophonous with the word for “king') in Brâhmi sources must also 
have come about through regressive assimilation. The emergence of iki 
(not eki; see the end of section 2.22) from âki “two? may have the same 
explanation.!99 

Backward fronting can only take place when two words become one, 
as Turkic words by themselves are front or back as wholes. We have 
this phenomenon in bökün “today” in bökün bar yaran yok “here today 
and gone tomorrow? (Maitr Taf.118r12 — MaitH Y 12b27, Gedanken p. 
133) < bo kün “this day”. 

Beside synharmonism and the mechanism described in section 2.51 
which makes /o ö/ appear in suffixes in which alternating back and 
front vowels are followed by /k/ unless the vowel preceding the suffix 
is /W or /ü/, Old Turkic in addition had what can be called vowel 
attraction. By this phenomenon (found in Kirgiz, Kazakh'5! or 
Turkmen), not only (o) and (6) but also (el turn up in non-first syllables 
of Turkic words: Texts in Indian scripts show that /u/ was often realised 
as |oJ and /ü/ often |(ö| and /1/ was sometimes realised as |e| when they 
were preceded by these same low vowels (see section 2.22), with full 
assimilation. Even more rarely than the last mentioned assimilation, 
there sometimes also took place a lowering of vowels even when they 
were not similar in roundedness: |e| could (rarely) cause JüJ to become 
(6) and JöJ could (rarely) cause |i| to become |eJ. This is neither palatal 
nor labial harmony but an attraction in the domain of vowel height. In 
all of these processes it does not matter to which archphoneme a sound 
belongs; members of /X/ are by no means more prone to assimilation 
than members of other archphonemes, as maintained by various 
scholars from Gabain to Johanson. /0/ and /ö/ did exist in non-first 
syllables of nominal and verbal stems with /o ö/ in the first syllable, as 
shown by spellings in alphabets which make the distinction between o 
and w and between ö and ö visible, namely the Tibetan script and the 
Tokharian and Khotanese varieties of Brâhmı (the latter in Wordlist). 


150 The same process is responsible for Yakut i/ii “hand? and /irif- “to sweat” which is 
related to £âir “sweat”. 
51 See Erdal, 1994. 
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These writing systems represent different traditions, and the texts our 
statement is based on were written down over several centuries in 
widely differing places and cultures. This assimilation is found in 
numerous lexemes and suffixes, often in free alternation with x and öi. 
We find kolo “moment” (twice in Maue 1996), £öyöl “spirit” (twice 
BuddhKat; in TT VI and Maue 1996 14 times köyöl vs. 9 times 
könül), kövdöy “body”, ordo “army camp”, oron “place? (TT VW L&D 
and twice in Maue 1996 vs. orun in Mauc 1996 nrs. 26 and 27), orto 
“middle” (TT VMI L, Wordlist, Maue 1996 nr. 24 but possibly (0)rtu in 
TT VMI 123),52 osog “manner? (Maue 1996 nr. 52), öyö€ “larynx” 
(Wordlist), sögö? “tree” (TT VII K10),53 /oko “belt buckle” (Wordlist), 
tokoz *nine? (BuddhKat, Maue 1996 nr. 51 against /fokuz in TT VI L), 
töpö “hill, top? (twice in TT VI K3),!54 /örö “teaching”, yogon *thick”, 
yogto “mane, yorondga “clover?, odog “awake' (TT VTI E25 and 41), 
ogol “son? (thrice in TT VI D and O) b0do- “to paint, copy” (Maue 
1996 nr. 21), olor- “to sit” (TT VHI B16 and C 12 and ÂtSü4vo), 
odon- “to wake up, be awake” (4 times in TT VT E). 

If we were to propose taking these vowels to be members of 
archphonemes, we would have to state to which ones they belong: They 
may be instances of the lowering of /U/ or the rounding of /A/. 
Comparative evidence speaks for the latter in the case of Turkish orta, 
toka, tepe, gövde, boşa-, boya-, Chuvash lar- “to sit” which correspond 
to Old Turkic orto, toko, töpö, kövdöy and olor-, but for the former in 
the case of Turkish ordu, gönül, söğüt, dokuz, yoğun, oğul, which 
correspond to ordo, köyöl, sögöt, tokoz, yogon and ogol; but then one 
would have to investigate the matter in a way taking other Turkic 
languages as well into consideration. Classical Mongolian orda and 
töre are no proof, as second syllable Old Turkic /U/ also has /A/ as 
Mongolic counterpart: cf. Old Turkic altun “gold” and küdügü *“son-in- 
law vs. Mongolic alfan and küregen. Nor is Yakut evidence 
significant, in view of, e.g., the Yakut causative suffix -/4r- 
corresponding to Old Turkic -:Ur-. 


152 The source of the unrounding in ofra (e.g. DKPAMPb 13 or Ht III 334 and 339) 
may be the case form in *r4, among the instances of which “middle” fits in very well 
semanticaliy; ofira with helping vowel (e.g. Abhi A 109a9) is a further development. 
The primary form could, however, also be orta: Pure unrounding, as found in Turkish 
sâksân “80” and toksan “90? < Oarakhanid sâksön, tokson (< earlier sâkiz on, tokuz on) 
does not seem to occur in Old Turkic, though typical for Mongolic (e.g. altan “gold”). 

153 The editor has a wrong interpretation, as guessed in the EDPT; correct reading in 
Maue 1983: 64,n.SI. 

154 By the editor misread as ““6hö' and translated as “Hirse”; read correctly by Maue 
1983: 59 n.40. The /i/ of #ögi “crushed millet” would hardiy have been rounded. 
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The assimilation of lu| to (0) takes place also in suffixes; we have it in 
the following forms: the vowel converb -U appcaring with -o / -6 in /o/- 
o, ör-ö, kötör-ö and ötr-ö (thus 5 times in Maue 1996, TT VI and 
BuddhKat vs. once öfrü); with -gU, the suffix of projection participles, 
in ö/-göts/in)tâ (Maue 1996 nr. 4); with the formative -(U)f in yogr-ot 
“yogurt; finally, in the aorist suffix -Ur as -or / -ör in olor-or, kod-or, 
odon-or, ökön-ör (vs. -ür in the same environment in közön-ür) and the 
very common b(0)lor (41 times in Maue 1996 and TT VII vs. 6 times 
bolur in the same sources and 4 times bolur in BuddhKat). With b0$0- 
“den, dessen |...J (pl.) befreit sind”, the matter is more complicated.!55 

We find the assimilation to /o ö/ also within the archphoneme /X/ in 
yör-ög (Maue 1996 nr. 14 and 26) with the formative -(X)eg, in kötröl- 
thrice in Maue 1996 with the passive formative —(X)/-, in kötör-öp in 
Maue 1996 nr. 30 with the converb suffix -(Wp, in nomtog and 
yörögtög in the accusative suffix in Maue 1996 nr. 28, in os0g*l/og 
“like, in the manner of”, 46r-/ö/g/, nomslog and öz*lög with the suffix 
HXg, in ögröndög (TT VMI A6) with the suffix -(Xnc in 
köyöl-önöz Hârtin (TT VOL E47) with a possessive suffix, etc. The last- 
mentioned instance shows that /A/ is not rounded. Sometimes 
assimilation does not take place even with /U/ and /X/, e.g. in köl-ük 
“vehicle? and #örlüg (both Maue 1996 nr. 51), /öztüg and bol-zun (both 
Maue 1996 nr. 33; the latter also 7 times in Maue nr. 79 andin TT VII 
G vs. twice pol-son in TT VT! E) or in faloytnun, öntdün, bogunlug!5“ 
and adrok*suz (all four Maue 1996 nr. 21). The mss. Maue 1996 nr. 3 
(Öl-ür-sâr and âtöz*üg vs. thrice bol-or), 29 (örkün “throne”, yör-üg, 
twice olur- “to sit”, twice nomtug) and 44 (#örtünç, tözlüg, twice törü, 
twice nom*ug) appcar to have /w after /0/ rather consistentiy; 23/12 has 


155 Old Turkic has a transitive denominal formative 44- and an intransitive *U-. As 
discussed in OTWEF 477-8, Oarakhanid bosu- or bo$o- is both tr. and intr., while only tr. 
bosu- or boso- was hitherto documented in Uygur, until Maue proposed his translation. 
This would accord with our expectations, as it would be normal for *U- to be realised 
as |0J, were it not that the context of this instance is so fragmentary and that no other 
intr. bo$u- / boso- seems to have turmed up in Uygur. For /a/ to become /0/ seems 
unusual for Old Turkic as a whole, however, and for the *4- formation in particular, as 
we find unrounded ofa-, kora-, tona-, tölâ-, öcâ-, köylâ- and orna-. So word formation 
will have to stay with its irregular tr. *U- as far as this verb is concerned, and can 
assume an intr. -U- beside it, which lowered its vowel in this Brâhmi passage. 

156 Wrongly spelled /ogunlug, which gives no sense. bog-un “articulation in a person”s 
limbs or in the trunk or stalk of a plant” — discussed in OTWF 305 — is no doubt an -Xn 
derivate from bog- “to strangle”. 
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öylüg, Jölydün, bölük and tözlüg in one sentence vs. numerous 
instances of o — o elsewhere in the text. 

In a few cases, the lowering of /U/ and /X/ takes place also when the 
preceding syllable has /e/.!57 It is noteworthy (and difficult to explain if 
not coincidental) that /a ö/ do not cause such lowering. As these 
environments are thus limited to the presence of low vowels in the 
preceding syllable, the presence of the phonemes /o ö/ in non-first 
syllables would not follow from these instances. Old Turkic non-first 
syllables thus had /o ö/ as phonemes (e.g. in idok “sacred?), and in 
addition (o| and |JöJ as allophones when preceded by these same 
phonemes.!56 


2.402. Vowel assimilation by consonants 

In contiguity with /g r 1/, what we would expect to be /V is guite often 
spelled with a/ef (e.g. amal “spiritual peace”, (af-ag “taste”, bar-amlg 
“well to do?, yaran “tomorrow? or Hag for -Xg), reflecting a real 
lowering of the vowel in these surroundings. This is not to be confused 
with the general spelling of (il with «ef which we find guite often 
though irregularly in pre-classical texts. We know about this lowering 
primarily from evidence in Indic scripts, the texts which use these 
generally not being particularly early. In BuddhKat, e.g., we find // 
realised as Ja) (or at least psychologically assigned to the /a/ and not the 
/W phoneme) when adjacent to /g/ in aba-g (< api-g), ara-g “clean 
(beside ari-g), arag “wood (small forest)” < arig, atlag (beside atHig) 
rider”, didimslag “wearing a diadem” 159 gyag “bad? < ayig, kad-ag 
“point of contact with the physical world” and sarsag “repulsive”.169 
Brâhmi writing has such variants especially in the ms. TT VI 1.6! 


157 E.g. etgö özi (Mave 1996 nr. 50) < er-gü özi, encgölögkâ (TT VII A36), 
kertgöndlög (TT VUL A 33) < kertgündlüg or yertöncö “world” (TT VII N4) < yertündü 
< yertinü. 

158 This was still doubted in Gabain 1974 $ 23 and Zieme 1969: 43. As evidence 
against the presence of /o ö/ in non-first syllables, Zieme mentioned the adverb 
küntâmâk ,daily*, analysing it as ,kün“ttâm âk* with the particle Ok. I would rather 
analyse this word as *küntâ (y)mâ (ö)k with two particles, and the vowel of (O)k 
elided; see section 3.342 for mA as variant of ymâ. The derivational suffix -dAm forms 
nominals denoting similarity to the base noun, a meaning which does not suit this word. 
Cİ. indâk ,thus* < intdâ (6)k. 

159 See the section 2.52 for the possibility that this be read with an (if in the second 
syllable and for the harmony rules for suffixation in borrowings in general. 

160 T am only giving those instances where the reading as a is uneguivocal; some 
further spellings might be considered as weli. 

161 Tt has the accusatives ağtag “food” (2 and 8) and furmaktag “remanence” (22), the 
deverbal formatives ak-ag “flow” (7) and aba-g “protected” (21), the -/Xg derivates 
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Evidence for this phonetic phenomenon in Semitic scripts is by no 
means limited to Manich&an or pre-classical texts, as sometimes 
thought; in TT X, e.g., we have /ap-ag “service” and the accusatives 
savtag “word, burxantag and arxanttag, in KP kar-am *“moat”, as-ag 
“benefit” and /af-aglig “tasty? (beside u-ma-dam “1 was unable?, which 
has none of the lowering consonants). In the runiform ms. BlattRun 14 
we read /a$tag alsar “if one takes the stone (acc.)”.!9? The phenomenon 
is documented even carlier than Orkhon Turkic: Among the Turkic 
terms appcaring in Bactrian as edited in Sims-Williams 2000 we have 
fap-agtlig “revered? in texts dated to the years 640, 679 and 682; the 
Greek writing used for Bactrian clearly distinguishes between o and 1. 
The spelling of the name * title /apg/g sayun in Mahın 56 is also better 
interpreted in this way.!63 

Occasionally we find what looks like the opposite process, low 
vowels getting raised beside /r/ or /V/: arila- < aratla- ,to intercede', 
ariği < aratdi ,intercessor', övkilâ- < övkâtlâ- "to be furious”, 
bulitâilayu / bulitdulayu “like a cloud”, andulayu and munculayu, 
bizindülâyü, siniğülâyü and siznicilâyü all < -GA*İAyU. This must be 
related to the fact that /r 1/ have the potential for syllabicity.!6* 
However, raising of middle vowels takes place also when *d4 is 
repeatediy added to personal pronouns in sintditdâ and mintditdâ. So 
this might be part of a more general process, which led to the general 
middle vowel raising of Modem Uygur. in SUK RHO08 and Il yâtdâ 
appears as nild. 

The labial consonants round vowels in some cases in Orkhon Turkic, 
more So in Uygur and even more often in Çarakhanid. ami/ 
“gentle(ness), (marked by) spiritual peace”, e.g., always appcars as amul 
in the DLT and the OB and occasionally in Manich&an and Buddhist 
sources.!95 The second syllable of yagmur 'rain?', must be such an 
instance, as almir and other nouns show that they are derived with a 


tuprak-*lag “having carth” (18) and yag-*lag “oily” (19) and the adjective agar “heavy” 
(12) < agir. Also, however, the converb form asn-ap (17) “hanging (a neckace) on 
oneself” which has no consonant causing such a shift and suggests the ms. must have 
been written by someone within the pre-classical spelling tradition. 

162 And not /a$ig, because the second vowel of the first word is implicit; it has to be 
lal and not (| because all other (ls of this text are spelled out explicitly. 

163 Ht VII 2051 should, however, better be read as azkya tapiglik tavar iddimiz “We 
have sent a little present /or reverence”; not “apiglig' as read by the editor. 

164 Analogy from the common munculayu could be the reason for the rounding of the 
vowel also with unrounded bases. 

165 amal, another Uygur variant, is caused by the process described above, whereby // 
is lowered to /a/ through the contiguity of /1. 
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suffix of the shape -mXr (OTWEF Ş 3.326). The process happens to 
second-syllable fi, i| also in mss. written in the Sogdian script, e.g. in 
avuc < aviğ, the name of a hell, amul or fap-ug “service”; fapug as well 
as /apugli and fapugsak appcar in the DLT as well, and hundreds of 
times in the OB. Elsewhere we find this process sporadically, e.g. in 
kamus$ ,reed* in the IrgB, in sâv-üg as documented in OTWEF 201-2166 
or in famdul- “to get ignited” < famit-i/- in Suv, BT XII 39 and ETŞ. Im 
köpük (lrgB XX and Heilk Il 1,103) < &öpik “froth” and köpür- < köpir- 
*to froth” (documented in OTWF 239-40) the rounding of the second 
syllable is caused more by the /p/ than by the first vowel. The rounding 
in the DLT”s yaprul- could cither come from the /p/ or be a reflex of the 
syncopated /U/. The DLT”s fap-uz-, tapuzgu and fapuzguk “riddle”, 
arvus$, calpus and kap-us in OB 6482 all get their /w from the labial 
consonant. The rounding in the last syllable of borrowed karmaput < 
Skt. karmapatha and Gaxsaput < Manich&an Sogdian cxs 'pö took place 
within Old Turkic. Uygur #âmir “iron” appears as #fâmür in MaitHXXV 
2v11 or BT XMI 4,31; Tâmür is a common proper name in late 
documents and was the base of Chinggis Khan's name Temüjin. The 
DLT also writes #âmür and has âm-üz- “to breastfeed?” and #amuz- “to 
drip? where Uygur has ömiz- and #amiz-. #tumlug and fumlig “cold? are 
egually well attested from the carliest Uygur on but #umli-g must clearly 
be the source. The name of the mythical mountain Sumeru is generally 
spelled as SWMYR in Uygur, which we transcribe as sumer. The 
rounded variant SWMWR in BT VI can be read either as sumur or 
Sumor. 

While rounding by labial consonants is thus a wide-spread 
phenomenon in Turkic and borrowed stems as well as in derivational 
affixes, rounding in inflexional verbal suffixes including diathesis 
morphemes appcars to be a dialect characteristic. We find #i/âdümüz 
istöâdümüz “we wanted and searched” in HamTouHou 18,7, ina ms. 
written in Khotan; -UmUz and -dUmUZz instead of normal -(X)mXz and 
-dXmXz is attested also in one ms. of the (Manich&an) Xw. 
ündlâdüfmüz is presumably to be read in r10 of the Manich&an ms. 
documented in WilkManKat nr. 170. In fragments written in Sogdian 
script, whose dialect is aberrant also in other respects, we have 
faktumuz (251) instead of fakimiz and, with the preterit form which has 
the same suffixes, si-dumuz (256) and badama-dumuz (258); 
kurtgardum (600) “1 saved” instead of what is usually -&Xm, #apuntilar 


166 Sims-Williams 2000 reads the name of a Khaladj gucen said to be a Turkic lady in 
a document from the year 711 as Bilgâ Sâvüg; the ms. has bilgah savoh; conceming the 
last syllable, note that the script does not distinguish between different rounded vowels. 
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(2) with the reflexive suffix which otherwise has the shape -(X)n- and 
the converb form ömgânüp (240) which otherwise ends in -()p. Such 
rounding is characteristic also for early Anatolian Turkish (as is the 
#nUn genitive mentioned in section 3.124). 

We get first syllable rounding in bin- (Orkhon Turkic) “to mount, to 
ride?” > min- (IrgB) > mün- (Oarakhanid and other Uygur sources) and, 
as a prehistorical process, in bür- ,to be completed' < *bir- (still attested 
in Turkish) and mU, the guestion particle, < *m.!67 mintada, a variant 
of mun*ttatda as well as minsda and minin (section 3.132) show that 
the obligue demonstrative stem bunt might originally have had the 
shape *bin* (unless these are two different stems). The first vowel of 
bödi- “to dance” may have been rounded secondarily, to judge by 
Middle Turkic evidence mentioned in OTWEF 184 and by some modern 
forms. The DLT has möyilâ- < mânilâ-. bulgak “segment” (a.0. in 
bulunsuz bucgaksiz, TT V1 427) presumably comes from bi€- “to cut”. 
bulit “cloud? comes from *bilif, as made likely by Yakut and Chuvash 
cognates; bürgâ “flea” is related to Ottoman pire. mur& “pepper 
ultimately comes from Skt. marica “pepper”; it lost its coda vowel in 
Middle Indic, its first vowel was then raised to / by an lranian 
intermediary and finally rounded in Uygur. 

In the following examples vowel rounding takes place before the 
labial consonant: sipir- “to sweep” (Manich&an) > süpür- (DLT etc.) 
can be compared to Mongolian Si 'ür-, which shows rounding only in 
the second syllable. Im sövre “pointed” (Uygur and Çarakhanid), the 
rounding took place before our carliest texts; sivri is, however, attested 
in Westem Oguz.“ Cf, further the well-attested #ümâ- with derivates < 
timâ- ,to prepare', Gümgân (BT VI and DLT) < dimtgân “meadow”, 
tomur- “to bleed?” < *fam-ur- and Uygur (also Manich&an) yumsak 
“soft” < Orkhon Turkic yimsak. Evidence for the hypothesis that suv 
“water? comes from “siv is given in OTWF 177. Low vowels are 
affected in this way in kövsâk “pliant, limp? (OTWF 236-7) < kâvsâ-, 
kövrü “weak? in BT XII 1,7 (convincingiy shown to come from *kâv- 
ür-), övgâ < ev- “to hurry? in ZiemeSklav 1 4 and /övsâ- < fâvsâ- in the 
DLT. The vowel of dom- “to submerge” may also be secondary in view 
of camgak “a big cooking pot” (BT XII 5,77 and elsewhere). 46pö “hill” 


167 This is the only shape of the particle attested in Early Ottoman, whereas Old Turkic 
/U/ otherwise corresponds to /U/ in Early Ottoman as well. Vowel rounding due to 
labial consonants is much weaker in Western Oguz than elsewhere. 

168 Sims-Williams 2000 proposed an Iranian etymology for this word, linking it to 
Avestan sufrâ- and its cognates. This proposal seems to be compatible with the Turkic 
facts only ifthe rounding is secondary in the Iranian data as weli. 
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presumably comes from *fâpâ, attested in the whole of Oguz Turkic 
since carly Ottoman. The possibility cannot be wholly dismissed that 
tâpâ, bit-, ml, sivri, Azeri birâ or Middle Turkic (Codex Comanicus 
and Mugaddimatu ?I-Adab) beyi- “to dance”, none of which are attested 
in Old Turkic, could also be the result of an unrounding process; this 
could come from the fact that /ü ö/ do not exist in the Iranian languages 
with which the users of these variants were in contact. Such an 
explanation would not, however, cover instances such as bulif, suv and 
kamus, and if /p v m caused rounding in back vowels there is no reason 
why they should not have rounded front vowels as well. There are 
enough front words, moreover, where the rounding takes place in the 
course of the development of Old Turkic (e.g. Gümgân); the list above is 
by no means complete.!69 

The verb “to be borm has the shape /0g- ten times in the (older) 
BuddhKat but the shape /wg- more than a dozen times in the (later) texts 
in Brâhmi writing. I would take the former to be the older form and the 
latter to be due to the labial raising influence of /g/. 

Palatal consonants can front the vowel following them: We have 
fronting after the consonant cluster (üç) in £oğcdilârkâ in a runiform ms. 
(ThS Ic 5) and in inandlâri in Brahmı script, in Maue 1996 nr. 29 B6 
(spelled with 7c); cf. section 2.51. In Semitic writing systems such 
phenomena could be detected only ifa velar consonant follows further 
on in the word or if the word is followed by the particle Ok. The /y/ was 
probabiy the reason for the fronting of the vowels in an Uygur variant 
of the adverb and conjunction yana to yânâ, yenâ, ynâ “again; 
moreover?”, which comes from Orkhon Turkic yana.'9 Among the 
Brâhmi instances, eight are spelled as yenâ, yinâ or ynâ; the TT VMI 
instance spelled as yâ was by Clauson read with a back vowel, but the 
fi may have been meant to indicate that the vowel was front.'7! The 
guestion of whether the synharmonism of this word was back or front 
can be determined where it is followed by Ok: In Uygur we find yânâ 
ök e.g.nTTX 17 and 358 and DKPAMPb 275 but yana ok e.g. in BT 
XII 4,29 or in Sâri 36.1? In OB 643, 734, 3896, 3960, 4956, 5011, 


169 İ& may happen, inversely, that rounded vowels change /y/ to /m/: kömüldürük 
“breast strap of a saddle?” presumably comes from köyül; Turkish has further examples 
for this phenomenon. 

179 Originally the vowel converb of yan- “to return”. Clauson (EDPT) ascribed the 
change to the influence of the particle ymâ, which does indeed show some similarity to 
yana in both shape and meaning. 

TI CE. sön-ök spelled as söğok in TT VII M 21. 

17? Adam et al. 2000 nr. 1132. 
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6180 and 6343 the mss. fluctuate between yana ok and yânâ ök with 
some preponderance of the former in the older mss. B and C; in 3889 
Arat writes yana ok against all three of them. The occurences in DLT 
fols. 455 and 519 can be read cither as yana or yânâ in spite of the coda 
alif. The Middle Turkic and modern Turkic languages as listed in EDPT 
show both variants. 

The change of ayin- “to fear” to âyin- documented in OTWF 591 may 
be due cither to the presence of the sound seguence /yi/ or to the 
existence of âymân-, a verb with a meaning similar to ayin- but hardiy 
related to it etymologically; or it may have been caused both by the 
phonetic context and by the analogy. Where no / > i change is involved, 
back/front fluctuation is not unheard of in Old Turkic, but is certainly 
rare. One example is /isi sadrak “gappy toothed? in SP 21, whereas 
“gappy? normally is sâdrâk. This is not a scribe's error, as we also have 
iröksüz sadraksiz tis m MaitGeng 5 b 13 and the same phrase with 
sâdrâksiz in 11 b 18 of that same text section.!”? 

In borrowings, the presence of /k/ tends to front surrounding vowels. 
This phenomenon (dealt with in Erdal 2002: 8-13) is relevant not only 
for comparing shapes which the lexemes have in the different languages 
but also for their shape within Uygur, as such words tend to fluctuate 
between front and back variants and sometimes to show a harmony 
discrepancy between the different syllables of the stem and between 
stems and suffixes. Such a case is the term probably pronounced as $/ok 
or $/ök (or Sulok, sülök etc.), which signifies *stanza, verse?. Other such 
cases are uZik / üzik / uZik “letter, character” and dadik / dadik “story 
about a previous life of Buddha” with coda /K/, kömut / kumut “lotus” 
with onset /k/, Saki / Saki “name of an Indian family? with medial /k/. 
That front spelling of /k/ does not necessarily determine the harmony 
class is proven by n'g'ws'kil'r! yagosaklar “lay believers” in the 
runiform ms. TM 332 (KöktüTurf p.1047), which has front k” but back- 
harmony letters for the plural suffix. When the last stem syllable was 
front, harmony fluctuation in suffixes was still possible, as some scribes 
might treat the stem as foreign by consistentiy giving it back-harmony 
suffixation while some might adapt harmony to the stem. 


2.403. Syncopation and stress 
Medial vowels of stems outside the first syllable are often syncopated; 
here are a few among the innumerable examples: agztayiztda < agiz* 


173 op- “to gulp down” and öp- “to kiss, to sip a liguid” also look like variants and may 
even have been confused by speakers, but their similarity must be due to sound 
symbolism. 
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(Wettkampf 8 and 21), ogultum > ogltum, bogzti, agzti and köylki 
(TT VHLTI, 2 and 4 respectively), ornstinta (TT X 335), adir- > adr-il- 
and adr-ip (M TI nr.33, 45,2,), tamif-il- > tamdul-, âsidil- and âsid-ür- 
> estil-, estür-, kat-il-is- > katlis-, *igid-i$ > igdis, *âvir-is > âvris or 
âlgtin (accusative, 3"İ pers. possessive) < âlig “hand” (e.g. Wettkampf 
87; the subseguent simplification of the /lg/ cluster and metanalysis of 
the possessive suffix no doubt led to the variant âl found in some 
modem languages). kikira alkira < alakir-a (MaitH XXV 2v12) 
“shouting? is an instance of /a/, a low vowel, getting syncopated. 
Outside the second syllable we have e.g. yölâsr-üg < yölâsür-. As 
shown by the petrified converb yagru (not yaguru, which would, in 
Orkhon Turkic spelling, have to be spelled with explicit vowel in the 
second syllable) < *yagu-r-u of Orkhon Turkic, the coda vowel of 
stems could also get dropped if it got into medial position; the Orkhon 
inscriptions also have ye/rü < *yet-ür-ü. This should mean that the first 
and the last syllable of a word had some prominence over the others, or 
that medial vowels were not stressed. The unsyncopated forms often 
exist beside the syncopated ones, but this does not necessarily mean 
that usage fluctuated: It could also be that full forms persist for the 
consistent spelling of lexical and morphological units without 
consideration of the actual phonetic realization. The deletion of suffix- 
onset vowels not only after vowels but also after /r V/ is discussed in the 
next section. We just mentioned yölâsr-üg < yölâsür-; derivational 
suffixes are syncopated also in /uyfr-um < tuy-tur-, basrok < bas-ur-ok, 
âstrügli (BT V 11,204) and esirüs- (TT M.I 56) < âsid-Ur- and i$ 
küdgtün (TT 1119) < is küdüg “business?. tark- (Buddhist MaitH XV 
10v22, Manichaan BT V 494) < far-ik-, kork- < kori-k- and balk- < 
balik- are all formed with the formative -(X/)k-. Compound voice 
suffixes such as -/X2-, -(Xu-, -(X/- or *gAr- came about through 
syncopation of the vowel of their first elements, -(X)7-, -(X)/- and 
*(O0k-. 

-tUr-U9 becomes -/rU9 in bertrürlâr < ber-tür-ür-lâr (TT VI, main 
ms. against the edition) and kayintrup < kayin-tur- (TT VOL M 30, 
Brâhmi) and in fact already in Orkhon Turkic in the petrified converb 
yantru < yan-tur-u (KT N11). These are evidence for the tendency of 
the phoneme seguence /turu/ to get pronounced as |truJ. âstrügli, estrüs- 
and /uyfrum, which we just guoted, also show /t1/ starting a syllable. In 
an identical process, the suffix -(//dUrXk gets pronounced as *drUk or 
tirUk in sakaldruk “throat strap on a headstall” and £ömüldrüx “breast 
strap? in Wordlist 21 and boyontrok in TT VNI A. Ido not recall having 
seen any clusters of three consonants beside instances of “Cir9 just 
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guoted; in all other cases syncopation takes place only when clusters of 
two consonants result from them. 

The fact that syncopation is outright rare in inflexional suffixes does 
not necessarily mean that all inflexional suffxes must have been 
stressed; This could merely reflect the greater need for active 
morphemes to stay visibly recognizable in writing and audibiy so in 
pronunciation than for what was or had become a syllable in a lexeme. 
Syncopation does take place under lexicalisation, as happened with /0/p 
“completely?, which comes from the converb form /0/-up (in M II nr.4 
rl1 still attested in this shape although already lexicalised). One would, 
on the other hand, assume that Old Turkic stress was not much different 
from that of modem languages: default stress on the word's last 
syllable, first syllable stress with the expressive adjective reduplication 
and with the pronominal stem &a*, pre-stressed verbal negation suffix 
-mA- and so forth. Adverbs could also have had first syllable stress; 
under this heading, the instrumental and eguative suffixes, which were 
mainly in adverbial use, could have been unstressed. m BuddhKat 5 we 
find that the instrumental form of (kü) kâlig “magical appcarance by 
metamorphosis” syncopates the second vowel to give kâlgin; this could 
mean that instrumental forms stressed the first syllable (cf. Turkish 
âan4sızın “suddenly” ). 

The */4- derivate from ogri is generally spelled as ogurla- in Uygur; 
in BuddhKat 11, which is written in Tibetan script, it is spelled as 
ogrla-, however, and Kâğgarı (fols. 152 and 159) states that the 
“common people” use this pronunciation (which he doesn't approve 
of). It appears that the coda vowel of the base was first syncopated, and 
that the cluster was then broken apart under the influence of rounding. 
As a rule, however, rounding assimilation appears as descriptively 
preceding syncopation: The rounded second vowel of akrus 
(documented in the UW entry), e.g., comes from the dropped second 
vowel of *akur-, the base of ak(u)ru etc.; Sisrun- in BT XI 12 comes 
from siS-ur-un-, with the syncopated syllable contributing the rounding. 
The DLTs savr-uk- has its rounded vowel from the second, syncopated 
syllable of savur-. This practice changed in some cases: *ögir-ind€ > 
ögr-in& only in M II 10,7, taken to be an carly text for independent 
reasons; all other texts have ögrünc. In ötlüm, shown to come from ötâ- 
i- in OTWEF 293, syncopation must also have preceded the rounding 
effect. ör-if- “to arouse” sometimes appcars as örf-; when it does, we 
find örtdüm in UN 85,26 and örtüp in ETŞ 10,33 but the plural 
imperative örtiy in BT! 1105 (all three texts are late). 
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Coda /X/ appears to have gotten dropped prehistorically (as stated 
several times by Gerhard Doerfer). This happened also with a number 
of verb stems: bar- “to go” (because its preterite form is spelled with D 
and not T in the inscriptions and because of its aorist vowel), k£ör- *to 
see” (aorist vowel /ü/ and because of the /1/ in spite of the relationship 
with köz eye”), kil- *to do” (because of kili-k “character, behaviour” 
instead of the expected “ki/-ok” and the aorist £ilir in the carly M 18,9, 
normaliy replaced by &ilur), siy- “to get imbibed etc.” (because of the 
causative siyir- “to swallow, digest” instead of the expected “siy-ür-), 
yay- *to shake, upset, put into disarray? (because of an attested variant 
yayi- and a derivate yayi-k) and ay- “to say” (because of the aorist form 
ayur < *ayi-yur).74 There are, e.g., no suffixes ending with /X/ though 
there are many suffixes ending with /A/, /1/ or /U/. The noun bod “tribe? 
may have dropped a coda /U/, if bodun “people? is formed with the 
collective suffix *(4)n. The vowel could have been retained in the 
Mongolian cognate boda, Mongolian /A/ corresponding to Turkic /U/ 
(whercas Mongolian /U/ corresponds to Turkic /X/)). 


2.404. Consonant distribution 

Old Turkic had no limitation at all on phonemes which could appear at 
the end of syllables and words (as against Mandarin Chinese, e.g,, 
which allows only vowels, n, r and y). Nor is there any indication that 
consonants were devoiced in coda position, the only exception being 
-mAs, the Oarakhanid variant of -m74z. We also have yanmas yer “the 
place of no return” in MHI nr.16 v 3.'75 -m4s may therefore have been 
a dialect variant of the negative aorist suffix. 

The only voiced consonants regularly appearing in the word onset in 
genuine Turkic words are |yJ and (bJ, presumabiy belonging to the 
phoneme /v/. In addition, there are two or three words starting with 
nasals: /W/ in nâ “what” together with its numerous case forms which 
sometimes deserve their own dictionary entries, and in nây ,thing; (not) 
at all“ (possibiy also coming from nâ); /m/ in mU (the clitic particle for 
yes/no guestions). Furthermore, b consistently becomes m in post- 
inscriptional Old Turkic (including runiform mss., where we find 
monduk “bead”) when the following consonant is a nasal, e.g. in biy > 
min “thousand”. The process leading to this sound change is just at its 


174 Kiyi- “to hew, fell” and *sezi- “to have a suspicion or hunch” also become kiy- and 
sez- starting with Çarakhanid, and note kiyi-k “something cut obliguely” and sezi-k 
“doubt” with the suffix -(OJ)k. 

175 Not an instance of voice confusion, as this is an archaic text lacking the 
phenomenon; nor does Çarakhanid have voice confusion. 
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beginning in the language of the runiform inscriptions, where bân *'P > 
mân when placed after verb forms. In this position one could argue, 
however, that the pronoun was on its way to becoming a suffix or at 
least a clitic; that b / m was not, in other words, in truly onset 
position.!79 Although #m9 < #b9 is attested only in Uygur, the process 
clearly took place when /f/ had not yet become /y/: Otherwise words 
with /f/ in the second syllable, such as meyi “brain” < *bâfi, would not 
have been involved (see the end of section 2.33). 

Since there was no phonemic voice opposition in the onset, the actual 
pronunciation of onset stops may actually have varied freely; i.e. onset 
// may, on occasion have been pronounced guite softly or onset /b/ may 
have lost its voice, making them sound more like /d/ and /p/ 
respectively.!77 When we find that Castren in the middle of the 19“ 
century noted a number of Karagass (S Tofa) words with /d/ in the 
onset178 which all have onset /d/ in Turkmen as well, we can well 
conclude that Proto-Turkic too allowed these sound to appear in these 
words. They could possib/y have had a voiced (or weak) onset also in 
some variants of Old Turkic, e.g. in Orkhon Turkic. Copies from 
foreign sources such as darni “incantation?, dyan “meditation” or dentar 
“elect” were spelled with onset D, presumably pronounced as (d|. The 
spelling farni which we find in Fedakâr 251 probabily reflects this same 
pronunciation, the T aiming to exclude the pronunciation (6). 

The only voiceless consonant phonemes which did not appear in onset 
position in Turkic words are /p/ and /$/. This is the situation in runiform 
sources and in the Uygur-Khotanese word list (where Khotanese terms 
do appcar with onset p). Nothing can actually be said conceming onset 
/p/ in texts in Uygur and Sogdian writing, as b and p are there expressed 
by the same letter. In sources in Manich&an writing the onset /p/ of 
borrowed elements is retained: Zieme 1969: 59 has them listed.!7?? A 
fluctuation busi (4 times in M MI Nrs. 11 and 12) vs. pusi (5 times in 


176 Another possibility is that onset *#m9 prehistorically became #b*9 except where it 
was protected by a following nasal. It is, at present, difficult to chose between these 
logically eguivalent possibilities. 

177 de- to say” is widespread even among Turkic languages which otherwise do not 
have onset /d/, including Old Turkic texts not showing voice confusion (e.g. twice in the 
fragments in Sogdian script); the reason may have been clitic-like distribution, this verb 
being exclusively used after guoted strings. 

178 dag “mountain', dara- “to comb?, dayak “staff, demer “iron, der “sweat”, del 
“tongue?, dirig “alive?, dir “he says”, dis “tooth, dolo “ful”, döis “breast”, dün 
“yesterday” or düp “ground”. 

179 haskok (no doubt to be interpreted as basgok; the text has numerous confusions 
among velars) has nothing to do with pasik ,hymn*, as stated there; see OTWEF 158-9. 
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Xw) for Chinese pu shi ,alms* may cither be a sign of adaptation to the 
Uygur distribution of labials (secing that this was a term in common use 
among all Uygur societies) or reflect uncertainty conceming the 
pronunciation of Chinese /p/ (now spelled as b in pinyin and distinct 
from p, the latter spelled as p' in the Wade-Giles system). It is worth 
mentioning that sources in Manich&an writing show a small number of 
onset ps also in original Turkic words: The Pothi Book (which is 
relatively late as Manich&an texts go) has the greatest number, with 
pat-il- “to get submerged', pisr-un- “to assimilate', pük-ün- “to 
recognize?, püt-ür- (thrice) “to finish”, pag “bond? and pakir “copper. 
We also have par- ,to go' in Xw, p(â)k ,strong(Iy)'in Millnr.5r 8, 
pârkâ ,whip* and the problematic perkâsâ- in M1 13,. No lexicalliy 
significant opposition b : p becomes apparent here; these rather seem to 
be accidental fluctuations. Sources in Tibetan writing excerpted in 
Clauson, 1962: 98 spell the words bars (which could be a borrowing), 
baglig and baslagini with p, but in (the early) BuddhKat there is no 
onset p in Turkic words (though there are numerous instances of 
paramid < pâramitâ “excellence? and burxan spelled with p). In Brâhmi 
sources there is a clear preference for p in the word onset.!59 
Borrowings are generally spelled in the way which is the correct one 
from the point of view of the source language; there are hardiy any 
exceptions, even with such a much used term as bodisatv / bodisavt / 
bodisavit.!5! The prevalence of p in the onset of Turkic words in later 
texts as against its great rarity in carly texts might be due to the 
influence of the Uygur script on the spelling: The Uygur letter 
transcribed as b is in fact a Semitic pe. That any phonetic significance 
should be ascribed to this spelling is not very likely; runiform writing 


180 pa-, bag, balik, bark, basa, basutdi, bat-, bâg, bâkiz, bâlinlâ-, bâfr)k, bâzâ-, belin, 
bel, bi, biti-, biz, bodol-, boyun, bödigâi, bört-, böz, bugday, buka, bulit, buk, burcak, 
burki, burnağ, busan-, bus-, buyruk, buz, buz-, buzagu, büründük and their derivates are 
consistentiy spelled with p, while bar, bar-, bas, bâlgü, bârü, ber-, bes, bi$-, bil-, bir, 
bo, bol-, bosgut, böl-, budik, bul-, bulgan-, bulun, burxan (in one instance merely bur, 
which is the form of the term buddha as borrowed or reborrowed from Chinese; xan isa 
Turkic addition), bü?- and their derivates fluctuate between b or bh and p. Only buz 
(“passion”) is spelled exclusively with b, while bars, bayagut, baz, bâgni, bogzti, bor, 
boso-, boynti, buka& and bukagu are spelled with bh, there being only one example of 
each (two of bayagut). 

181 1 #hink editors should spell borrowed words with onset p and not b if they have p in 
the source language, as e.g. pafir “bowl”, which I have not found in any text in an Indic 
script; it comes from Skt. pâfra and lacks the final vowel also in the Khotanese word 
spelled as pâftarâ. 
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exclusively uses b in this position.!3? The absence of Proto-Turkic onset 
*/p/ has been accounted for by the hypothesis that it changed to */h- 
(which was then also dropped from most of the Turkic languages but 
not, e.g., Khaladj). This idea, propounded by Poppe, Doerfer and 
perhaps others, is based on evidence from other Altaic languages (in 
particular the correspondence with Tunguz /). At any rate it explains 
why *h is found only at the beginning of words.!83 One voiced 
consonant phone which is used in the word onset is |b); for the sake of 
rule simplicity, one could consider assigning this to the phoneme /p/ as 
far as Old Turkic is concemed: It is spelled with p in the Uygur — 
though not in the Manich&an and runiform — scripts and sometimes 
also in Brahmi. /v/ does not generally appcar as |b| even after /rln/, so 
that there would be no overlapping of allophones. Fach row in the table 
of consonants would, in onset position, be represented by the column 
most to the left, then, if occupied at all. Through the influx of foreign 
words, there also emerged a stop : fricative opposition in the onset, 
when words such as valir “diamond”, vinay “the rules of discipline” or 
visay “the scope or reach of the sense organs” were introduced. 

The original absence of /$/ in onset position can be explained through 
the hypothesis that it comes cither from a Proto-Turkic palatal lateral 
(#4) or from the cluster */€;!84 /1/ did not appcar in the word onset 
cither. Regressive assimilation is a secondary source for 49: Words such 
as sâs- ,to disentangle', sis ,skewer' and s4$- ,to be perplexed, 
confused' sometimes alter their /S/ to /$/ under influence of the second 
sibilant; we have Sas-ok, Sasurmadin and SaSutsuz attested. The 
sibilants of Sasmaksiz (BT XTI 12,38) and sasimsiz (ETŞ 11,146) on 
the one hand and sasimsiz (BT XMI 60,1 and ETŞ 9,31) on the other are 
all supported by rote-rhyme (which has guite strict rules), showing that 
the speaker could freely choose between the variant with /s/ and the one 
with /$/ under poetic license. The appearance of SiSrun- < sisrun- 
discussed in OTWEF 614 is also related to rote-rhyme. $igan in Maue 


182 The fact that Oarakhanid sources also always have bâ does not, of course, mean 


anything, as the original Arabic writing system (used by Çarakhanid authors) did not 
have any p (and did not need any, as Arabic does not have this sound). 

183 This distribution does not really need an explanation, seeing that it is relatively 
common among the world's languages. Practically all of the instances of Tunguz / 
adduced for such comparisons appear before a labial vowel, so that /h/ may actualiy 
have been the original sound and its labialisation in Tunguz secondary. 

184 Cf. Volga Bolgarian bale for Common Turkic bas ,head? (Erdal 1993: 107-9 and 
122 and T.Tekin 1997), Mongolian efjigen for Common Turkic âsgâk “donkey” 
(Khaladj âsgâ) and so forth. Classical Mongolian (5) is an allophone of /5/; it had no 
phoneme /$/ and all Mongolic cognates of Turkic /$/ involve an /1/. 
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1996 nr. 3,36 (Brâhmi script; meaning supported by a Tibetan parallel) 
< siğgan “mouse” is a similar case of assimilation. Regressive 
assimilation of /5/ to /$/ is not limited to onset position, as shown by 
küsüs < küsüs “wish” in TT IX 116 (in Manich&an script, where the two 
letters have a guite different shape). 

There seems to have been no problem to introduce onset /$/ with 
borrowings, in view of the appearance of the title $ad already in the 
runiform inscriptions and the widespread use of Simnu / Samnu to refer 
to the ,devil* (also among Buddhists; there — mâra). Cf. also the term 
Sik for a measure of capacity, borrowed from Chinese. Note, though, 
that Sad appears as dad in Taryat N4 (twice) and Tes W6, two runiform 
inscriptions of the Uygur steppe empire. $afo ,ladder* is also a 
borrowing and was, in any case, adapted to Turkic in the form of €(a)to 
inan early text (Mlar.1 lll v 8); Wordlist has it with this meaning and 
o in the second syllable. If we do find $afo itself well attested in 
classical and later texts (including Oarakhanid), the reason may be that 
the Turks subseguently got used to having $ in onset position. The 
replacement of an onset foreign sibilant by /6/ appcars to have been an 
arcal phenomenon: dixSaput / CaxSapat (etc.) “commandment” is nota 
direct loan from Skt. sikşâpada but comes over Sogdian cys'pö. The 
history of si: “moist(ure)” (found e.g. in BuddhKat 4) may have been a 
bit more complicated.!85 

Onset c and $ can alternate also in onomatopocics: dogurt (ETŞ 8,13) 
alternates with Sogirt (BT II 233-4, read as sogirt by the editor), 
cagila- appcars as jagila- and Sagila- in the DLT. The opposite process 
takes place after consonants: The DLT replaces $ by & when they get 
into syllable onset position after consonants, in kik-S-ür- > kikdür-, yap- 
S-ur- > yaplur- and fap-S-ur- > tapdur-; kök$sin “greenish, bluish” 
becomes kökâin in the OB (six examples). The DLT”s kirda- “to scrape” 
kirsal-). After /4 this happens even in Uygur: /w$i “continuous”, 
syncopated from “*/w/-us-i, often becomes /ufdi (examples in OTWF 
343), in the OB even spelled as /#udi when demanded by the metre. Cf. 
also okafligsizin “without any admixture (Bhadrâcâryâ ap. 
Stabreimtexte 143), from kaf-i$- “to mix”, again with the vowel of the 
formative syncopated. 


185 The modern Chinese word of this shape and meaning originally had a final 
consonant which should have been borrowed into Old Turkic; what we have appcars to 
have resulted from contamination between that word and Turkic öi: “dew etc., attested 
(together with verbal derivates) in the DLT and in many modern languages. 
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mir ,honey*, men “flour?, mayal “luck etc.”, mahabut “element”, madar 
“monster? and muruf “pear” are examples for loan words starting with 
/m/; in Turkic words in Uygur texts, onset /m/ appears also when the 
following consonant is a nasal (e.g. mâyiz “complexion?) or when it was 
a nasal prehistorically (e.g. meyi “brain” < *bâfi). nom ,ethics; treatise, 
text, nirvan “nirvâna', no$ “elixir”, nipur “foot jewellery? or nizvani — 
Skt. k#lesa show onset /W/. nayrag “characteristic mark of Buddha? may 
be an early loan from Mongolic, which also has a related verb naira-; 
this noun is attested already in the Mait. inaru “forward, onward” lost its 
onset vowel in Oarakhanid, appearing as naru both in the DLT and the 
OB; by that time, onset /n appcars to have become acceptable for 
common pronunciation. At least some variants of Old Turkic may have 
had (free or conditioned) altemation between the pronunciations of /1/ 
and /n/ in onset position, secing that they are considered eguivalent for 
the rote rhyme in stanza 18 of the alphabetical verse starting in ETŞ p. 
106. The BuddhKat text in Tibetan script writes thrice /om for nom 
“teaching”; the editor's note thereto mentions that the old name of Lop 
in Lop noor in Xinjiang was Nop. Old Turkic /acin ,falcon* appears in 
Mongolian as nain; the latter may be the source of the word, since 
onset /W was normal for originally Mongolic stems. /om and Jain 
could both have resulted from nasal dissimilation, as found in 
(Mongolic) Dagur, which also has /om.!89“ Lop cannot be explained in 
this way, however, nor can Mongol nayadu > laggac “male relative on 
mother?s side? (Tachi 96). The common Turkic plural suffix Ar isno 
doubt related to its Mongol synonym *n4r; it also shows /1/ where the 
latter has /n/. 

A word starting with /1/ and retaining it in onset position is attested 
already in Orkhon Turkic: Im BO S10 we find /agzin ,pork'. /u 
,dragon', /enxwa ,lotus*, (im ,pillar, beam”, /abay ,a shell; a pumpkin; a 
musical instrument* /urzi “stick, club” or /ain “falcon? are terms found 
in Uygur not linked to any religious system; the terms starting with /1/ 
borrowed in religious contexts are, of course, much more numerous. 
laHla- “to slash, cut in stripes” is derived from a Chinese term using the 
formative H/4-. 

/r/ is hardy ever attested in onset position; one example is raZav(i)rt 
“lapis lazuli?, which comes from Sanskrit râjâvarta. raksas “female 
demon? would be another example. 

The main strategy for getting rid of unusual onset consonants of loans 
was to put a vowel before them, usually the same as the one following 


186 CE. e.g. Spanish alma < Latin anima. 


PHONOLOGY 105 


them. Thus commonly with borrowings with /1/ in the onset, e.g. in 
aram ay, the name of the first month in the Indian year, < Skt. râma, 
orohitla)k < Skt. rohita(ka), the name of a devout fish (UIW D 119 
and a fragment in the note thereto), ârdini jewel: << Skt. rafna (süll 
attested as rini / rdni / rddni 12 times in Manich&an texts), orohini, the 
name of a constellation, < rohini, arsayan (U 57 * 259, part Tl v title; 
Wilkens 24) as variant of rasayan << rasâyana, or arZi ,a holy man* < 
Skt. rşi. See the UW for the shape of this latter (spelled with onset R at 
least in two instances in Uygur Brâhmi and not given an onset alef in 
Sogdian). Cf. araxu “the planet Râhu' in BTM! 162, urum “Byzantium, 
i.e. Fastern Rome” in BTM! 1036 and elsewhere. In the dialect of the 
Uygur steppe empire the same happened with onset /V/; /wu “dragon” 
appears as ulu in Tariat W 2. The common binome 6! $i “moisture, wet- 
Erleuch 10.87 Foreign words with an onset /2/ or /Z/ also receive a 
vowel before that: z(â)rwa is still attested in a ms. in Sogdian script but 
appcars as âzrwa everywhere else; the astrological term Zim is attested 
in TT VMI as âzim. 

Another way to get rid of unusual onset consonants was to drop them, 
as with /V in aksazlar “the râksasas” (DhâSü 15), awrap << Skt. 
raurava (Maitr 83122 and 23) and acagarx “Râjagrha” in ETŞ 19,4; the 
pronunciation of the latter is secured by its alliterating with several 
words all starting with /a/. // could get dropped in the same way: Two 
examples of ala- < latla- “to slash” (see above) are mentioned in 
OTWEF 441. 


2.405. Consonant clusters and their resolution 

Old Turkic originally had no consonant clusters at the beginnings of 
words, affixes or even syllables. Im Uygur we find onset consonant 
clusters in borrowed words such as /ri$ti ,angel', pra ,canopy*, ksan ,a 
moment', /riZul *trident?, dyan “meditation, #sun “inch”, psak “wreath, 
garland”, sup “Buddhist sanctuary? or /suy “sin”. Clusters in the onset of 
syllables, as in the second syllable of /enxwa “lotus”, are against the 
rules of native Turkic but are never spelled in any other way.!88 We 
may not be sure exactly how these were actually pronounced, as their 
spelling must have been traditional; it usualIy followed that of the giver 


187 The binome (and not just i$i / isi by itself, as translated by the editor) here appears 
to be a cuphemism for “urine?. To connect this /5i to Turkish işe- “to urinate” does not 
imply disconnecting it from $i; | take the Turkish verb to be secondary. 

188 The second part of the Mongol (Secret History) female proper name Alan Toa no 
doubt represents the same source. 
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language, but this statement makes no sense when one thinks of 
Chinese, the source of /enxwa. Note, on the other hand, spellings such 
as piret “preta, a demon” e.g. in MaitH XV 4r5 or 5r18, kisan in 
DKPAMPb 1053 or girant (Abhi A 3095), ultimately from Sanskrit 
set of grave sins”, ardir “a moon station”, Sasfir “doctrinal text”, paftir 
“leaf”, vair “thunderbolt; diamond” or apiramani “guality which a 
bodhisattva has incommensurately? should in principle be transcribed to 
accord with vowel harmony, since they get introduced in Turkic and not 
in the source language; some of them alternate with a/ef more than they 
would do if they had a front pronunciation.!8? For $/ok ,verse* we have 
variants like $w/ok and sülök (first vowel possibly to be pronounced as 
(6), which are assimilated to Turkic pronunciation. Clusters in the 
syllable onset of foreign words are often broken apart by high vowels, 
especialiy in late texts; e.g. may iri > may tiri. We even find such 
phenomena in Turkic words, e.g. fifirâ- for fifrâ- “to tremble 
(Candrasütra Ile5); dividing that into the syllables //# and râ would 
place /r/ into syllable onset, which is, in Old Turkic, also avoided where 
possible. Occasionally there is a low vowel, as in farZul “trident” < 
triğul (Scripture of the ten kings, the 2"İ court). 

dyan “meditation? is, however, spelled as a monosyllable 14 times in 
Brâhmi texts, presumabiy reflecting the real pronunciation of the 
scribes. We should also remember that dyan has survived unchanged to 
this day (in Altay Turkic). 

Chinese onset |tsJ (and perhaps (dzJ) are often simplified to |s| (and 
Iz); e.g. in say *barn” which appears beside the more common /5ay. 
Similarly /suy “sin” became suy in Xw 218, 219 and 221, an carly text; 
see Shögaito 1986 (1987): 128 ff. and the note to Ht VIII 389 for 
further examples. 

Another process was for the cluster to get preceded by a vowel, as in 
astup “stüpa” (Suv 627,20) or âstiramati — isdiramati (freguently in 
Abhi) < Skt. s/hiramati. 

In words of Turkic origin onset clusters came up secondarily: In 
section 2.403 we discussed the cluster /r9, which comes either from a 
syncopation of the seguence /turu/ or from the introduction of an 
intrusive /t/ to break up clusters like /l/. The diminutive suffix #A/yA, < 
KARA (still appearing as *kinyâ in an carly Uygur text, M 123,32) is 
practically always spelled as *£y4 in Uygur, with an onset cluster. This 
includes some but not all Brâhmi instances; azkiya is spelled in three 


189 Cf. Erdal 2002: 19-20. 
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syllables in Maue 1996 4,75 and 95, oglankiya in four syllables in 
Maue 21 nr. 109, Moreover, as pointed out in UW 155b under 
antaki(yja ok, a bisyllabic pronunciation of the suffix is called for also 
in the Prajfiâpâramitâstotra published in the ETŞ because of the very 
regular verse.!90 

Note, further, the particle spelled as ymâ in all Uygur scripts, also in 
the dozens of examples in Brâhmı (where spellings of Turkic words 
seem to be especially close to pronunciation). The absence of an 
explicit vowel in the instances of this particle appecaring in runiform 
script cannot, however, mean that there was no vowel in the inscriptions 
in this position, and T.Tekin 1968: 170 (and elsewhere) might well be 
right in spelling the word as yâmâ; he considers it to have originalIy 
been a converb and provides it with an Altaic etymology. In 
Oarakhanid (examples guoted in the EDPT) the word is spelled as a 
bisyllable (though the occasional spelling with e is likely to be due to 
the secondary influence of the /y/). For Uygur, however, the possibility 
of pronunciation with an onset cluster appears to have been a fact; this 
cluster proved to be unstable in the long run, ymâ turning into clitic m4 
with synharmonism. 

The sound change witnessed in ymâ is not limited to that particle but 
appcars to have been responsible for a number of variants which we 
find in Brâhmi sources: It can be formulated as #yVCV'“ > #yCV9, and 
apparentiy consists in the /y/ (often) becoming syllabic. One example 
for it is yge in rSilarda yge “the best among the wise” in TT VI D 6. 
We have dozens of Brâhmi examples of yeg “better, best” spelled wi#h a 
vowel, but when the 3'İ person possessive suffix (here with the 
assimilation |i > e| because of the /e/ in the first syllable) gets added, 
this stem vowel gets syncopated. We find that all vowels can 
sporadically get dropped, in words such as yayi “first decade of the 
month”, yara-gay, yaral-mi$, yarasi, yaratig, yaratil-, yaratin-, yegirmi, 
yeti (“seven? > yete) and yetisnc, yig-ip, yigil-, yigin-, yigağ yilan, yil- 
ip, yevig, yenâ “again, yürün “light coloured, white”. yegirmi “twenty? 
is spelled without its first vowel in all 8 of its Brahmi instances; we 
know that it was /e/ firstly because of the fluctuation i — O appcaring in 
this word in the Orkhon sources, and secondiy because assimilation 
makes its second vowel turn up as e in most of the Brâhmi instances 


190 Röhrborn thinks the fact that the final al/ef is written separately would also speak 
for a bisyllabic pronunciation; this spelling (found also in aya “palm of the hand”) 
probably intends to preclude a reading as *k/n. 
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(and its third turn up as e in nearly half of them).!9! Cf. also spellings 
like YGRMYYH in Manich&an scriptin MIll nr. 22r1 or YGRMYNC 
in Uygur writing in M115,16, or YR'T- for yarat-in M114-15,5, 8, 
10, 13,17 and the like.!92 The fact that yimsak “soft” in KT S 5 and 6 
and BO twice N 4, yindü “pearl?” in KT S3 andBÇON3, yir “north” in 
KTE34andBON 3 and yipar “scent” in BOS II are all spelled 
without vowel in the first syllable (and with y> instead of y') is, I am 
convinced, an indication that this vowel was dropped in Orkhon Turkic: 
These are the only instances in these two inscriptions where a non- 
expressed first-syllable vowel is not /a/ or /â/ (whereas the relevant rule 
appcars to have been applied slightly more laxly in the other Orkhon 
inscriptions). If we find a spelling like YPYLM'O in TTIX 117, we are 
entitled to assume that the vowel of the first syllable of yigi/- was 
reduced if not dropped; the ms. otherwise shows only the usual 
spellings without vowel, which are merely graphic. 

Section 2.34 describes an alternation #yV*9 — #V*©, stated to be a reflex 
of *h, a phoneme appearing in Proto-Turkic at the beginning of words. 
In a few unclear cases!93 an unstable #yV* may not be the reflex of such 
an */h/, the vowel following it being different in the alternants: BO E31 
writes yilpagut where the parallel text in KT N7 can be read as alpagut 
“warrior”. Cf. also the variants imrak (TT X 346), yamrak (KP 16,3)194 
and y(i)mrak (HandschrReste Il 75 and M Tl text 22, 39,2,) of amrak 
“dear”. The relationship between yaliri- “to gleam, glimmer? and it 
variants (OTWF 482) and various forms like yi/fira-, yiltir- and yiltrik 
(<gleam?, OB) may be cither a phonetic or a synesthetic one. There also 
isa verb yican- — idan- — yadan- discussed in OTWEF 600-601. Orkhon 
Turkic and Uygur igac “tree? appcars as yigac in Oarakhanid. 

Phonotactic rules allow no vowel seguences in Old Turkic words of 
Turkic origin.!99 We do, however, find a seguence spelled W in 


191 The DLT has yegirmâ as main entry and yegirmi as “variant”. Three among its four 
instances are not vocalised in the first syllable; in the fourth a /afha was crossed out by 
a second hand and replaced by a kasra. 

192 To judge by some spelling statistics, high vowels may have more readily gotten 
syncopated than low vowels: yegirmi appears to get spelled more often without vowel 
than yarat-. 

193 Unclear also because they are so few compared with the normal spelling. 

194 Thus the UW entry with guestion mark, while Hamilton simply writes *MR”X; to 
me it looks like a Y corrected to an alef. 

195 In one ms. in Sogdian writing (Vimala 1070), we once find the postposition eyin 
spelled as 'Y'YN, which might have been meant to be read as (bisyllabic) e'in. This is 
not sufficient evidence to assume the existence of a medial glottal stop in Old Turkic; it 
might be a mere error or a matter of spelling. 
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borrowings such as /enxwa ,lotus* and özrwa, the name of a Manich&an 
and of a Buddhist deity; these are exceptions both to this rule and to 
synharmonism. These words contain an abnormal vowel seguence if 
they were pronounced as /en—xu—a and âz—ru—a. If xwa in the name of 
the flower consisted of one syllable (as in Chinese, the source 
language), it would constitute a violation of the Turkic rule which bars 
consonant clusters in the syllable onset; but then there are guite a 
number of borrowings with onset cluster in our sources. One possibility 
is to read /en—xu—wa, as a consonant w is found also in other loans. See 
Maue 1996: XXVI-XXVII for how the guestion was dealt with in texts 
in Brâhmi writing. 

Clusters of three consonants always involve one of the sonants /l n r/. 
Examyples are the stems yaliri- and yultri- (both spelled with dâ/ — not 
dhâl — in the DLT), koltgula-, adirtla-, köründlâ-, tandgala-, târklâ- and 
fârtrü. In the clusters of amirigur- and körtgür- the /t/ is secondary. 

Originally consonant clusters were permitted only at the end of 
syllables or across syllable borders. The possibilities for syllable- 
closing clusters are, in Turkic words, limited to n/ (e.g. ant “oath”), rf 
(e.g. art “mountain pass”), /£ (e.g. £ölt “pillow”!99), rp (e.g. sarp “steep”), 
ip (e.g. alp ,heroic; difficult”), rk (e.g. ârk “power ), /k (e.g. alk- “to 
destroy?”), nc (e.g. kâne “baby'), r (e.g. yurd “brother-in-law?) and rs 
(e.g. fârs “awıy; misguided?). Note that the first element in all of these 
clusters is //, /1/ or /n/.!97 These are the “sonants”, after which /d/ and /g/ 
(when followed by vowels) appear in their stop and not their fricative 
variant; at the coda after /ln 1/ we only find voiceless consonants. 
Before the syllable border /n/ is followed only by // or /&/, with which 
it shares its point of articulation.!98 Additional clusters found in loans 
into Uygur may accord only with one of these two limitations, e.g. in 
lesp “phlegm? or bodisavt, or with none, as in bodisatv “bodhisativa'; 
but the last mentioned might have been pronounced as bodisatf. The 
DLT guotes /e$ “phlegm” from the Cigil dialect, which means that that 
dialect, at any rate, assimilated it to Turkic phonotactics; /e$ip in the 
Suv and elsewhere shows another way of coming to terms with the 


196 See OTWEF 425 for the shape of this noun. I know of no Old Turkic examples for 
final /1ğ/. 

197 üst or ast, which appear in the EDPT, do not exist in Old Turkic; they are 
misrepresentations of üstün and asfin, formed with the orientational formative *dXn 
(With assimilation). ösk “presence? is a relational noun apparentiy always followed bya 
vowel. 

198 In Uygur (and Middle Turkic) üsk “presence” the first element is not a sonant, but 
this word is always used with possessive suffix; i.e. /sk/ never appears in phoneticaliy 
final position. In late texts, öskintâ often undergoes metathesis to give öiksintâ. 
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iregularity. Conceming the term for “bodhisattva? (Which had already 
lost its coda vowel before it reached Turkic), the variant bodisavt 
already represents movement toward Turkic rules, as it is the second 
and not the first consonant that is voiceless; eventually the word got 
fully assimilated either by dropping the alveolar or by introducing a 
vowel between the two final consonants. Such vowels sometimes 
appcar even in “normal? Old Turkic clusters, leading to fluctuations 
such as eli- — elif- “to lead?” or, in late texts, bürir- beside bürt- “to 
touch”.!99 The limitation that the second consonant of Turkic coda 
clusters had to be voiceless meant that the formative -(O)£ could drop 
its onset vowel after stems ending in /r/ in words such as kör-k “shape”, 
ör-k and fur-k “length, height” whereas -(Xg couldn't: Cİ. sor-ug, sür- 
üg, fur-ug, ur-ug and yör-üg. The formative -(X)n& appears to come 
from the morpheme seguence -(X)n-(X)s after the second formative lost 
its vowel and would have given the impossible cluster *n$; cf. OTWF 
275-217. 

The word for “sheep”, originally £o#, is in Uygur generally spelled as 
koyn. m MaitH XX 13129 the editors write “koy(u)n, presumabiy 
thinking that the word had two syllables; that is unlikely because no 
second vowel appears in any of the rather numerous instances. For a 
similar reason it is also unlikely that (as Doerfer 1993: 129 thought) it 
was an archaic spelling for what had already become /y/. Nor is it very 
likely that there should have been a coda cluster consisting of the 
consonants /y/ and /n/ as there is a voiceless consonant as second 
element in all such clusters. The spelling YN could have been meant to 
indicate retained JJ or nasalised y, but then the guestion is why this 
sound should have been retained throughout Uygur in this word and not 
in others which also had /ü/ in the coda. 

Across syllable borders there are very much more possibilities for 
having consonant seguences, though not everything is possible; 
evidence is listed in Clauson 1962: 169. Even in this position, clusters 
occasionaliy get simplified; #isilâr for fitsilâr “students” in BT V 13 or 
taysi for taytsi in Ht VII 967 must be phonetic spellings;29 BT V 13 
also shows /f >fand kk > k even across morpheme boundarics. 

/y/ was guite possible in the beginning of syllables, e.g. in oryut “flag; 
general? and oryut “general”, közyü “mirror?” or yalyuk “human being” (< 


199 Alternately, e/f- could have been syncopated from eli#-, and bürit- could have come 
about because the verb was re-interpreted as an —(X)/- causative (which had the shape 
-(Di- in late texts). 

200 The latter is called “falsch” by the editor, who apparently expected Uygur and 
Chinese phonetics to be identical. 
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yalintu- with syncopation). Scholars have generally not trusted the mss. 
in this matter, emending to or(u)yut (very often), yal(a)yuk (e.g. in 
MaitH XX 13r16) or köz(ü)yü (e.g. in DreiPrinz 57). Later Uygur did 
introduce helping vowels here (see next paragraph), but there is no 
reason to assume that all speakers did so or that this was an carly 
phenomenon. The shorter forms are actually attested more often and are 
highiy likely to be the original ones. 

In relatively late texts medial clusters, especially ones involving /1/, 
secondarily get broken up by “helping” vowels; e.g. ödrâk ,duck* > 
ödirâk, sâdirâk (ETŞ 12,8, UigTot 918) < sâdrâk ,sparse*, otiraki (Abhi 
A 109a9) < ofratki (< orto “middle?), sadirayu ün- ,to leap out* (Suv 
315,5, BT XIN 19,76) < sadra-, yalfiriyu (BT TI 997) < yaliri- ,to 
glimmeri, amiran- (UigTot 116) < amran- ,to love*, amuru, amiru < 
amru ,continuously*, basurok (ShöAv 317) and basuroklug (BT XII 
39,22) < basrok, oruyu(t) < oryu(t) “general? (examples in OTWF 79- 
80), kâyirâg (BT TI 972) < kâyrâg, münyürâ- (BT 11 270) < müyrâ-, 
manyiran- ,to call out* (ShöAv 274, Shö XII b 12) < mayra-n-, öyirâ < 
öytrâ (U TI 889), fâgârâ < tâgrâ (TT VT 29), soyira < soytra BT 
891). When, in late Uygur texts (ETŞ 13,162, BT TI 960) uturu “facing? 
replaces normal w/ru, this is likelier to come from such a process than to 
be a case of retention of the original stem vowel. The additional vowel 
in the word spelled sâdirâk (< sâdrâk) in ETŞ 12,8 does not count asa 
syllable in verse; this could mean that a scribe introduced it and not the 
author. 

Egualiy in late texts auxiliary vowels occasionally appear also when 
no /1/ is around: with /n/ we have, e.g., /ayusok ,wondrous* (Ernte 62, 
BT XII 46,35), from faytsok, âyimis < ây-mi$ (BT MI 381 as 
discussed in UW 381), öyülüg < öylüg (BT TI 1010) and öyidün < 
öytdün (BT Ul 229); with /V e.g. tâgülök (KPZieme 1) < tâgl-ök 
,blind*. Another stem involving the difficult cluster /rn/ may have 
occurred in *jrya- “to shake (tr.)”, which was cither broken up by an 
auxiliary vowel as in iriyag (BT XIII 25,8), or underwent metathesis as 
in iyrag (BT VTI B 88; Kinkashö Ad) or gave up its nasality as in 
irgag (many examples; see OTWEF 188). 

/1/ is prone to get dropped. This sometimes happens even in permitted 
coda clusters: börk “tough? normally appears as bâk, târtrü “inverted, 
crosswise, in the wrong direction” often as fâfrü (documented in OTWF 
729) and kurtgar- “to save” often as kutgar- (OTWF 735-6). HArskA 
becomes KAKA in wug islaka “to great affairs”, aslaka “for feasts” and 
kislaka “during the winters” (DLT fol. 294) and bilgâlâkâ “to the wise 
ones” (fol. 112). The /7/ of the formative *dUrXk is dropped in 
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burun-duruk > burunduk “nose ring”, where the base also has an /1/; see 
OTWEF 104-5. The postposition birlâ gets simplified to bilâ in later 
Uygur. ketmân “hoe, mattock” may come from kâr?- “to notch'.29! The 
conditional suffix -s4r consistently appears as -s4 not only in 
Çarakhanid and such late lay texts as the ones collected in Heilk but 
also in BuddhKat (though very rarely in the numerous examples for the 
conditional found in Brâhmi texts); /1/ is occasionally dropped in the 
aorist suffix as well. The Brâhmi ms. TT VMI L has a number of 
instances of the loss of /r/ as a type of haplology (section 2.412). 
Double consonants often get simplified, double /1/ e.g. in köyülüg < 
köyül-lüg (U MI 39,25, UigOn NI A 1, TT X 276), bâdâlig < bâcâllig 
(BT V 21,456), kuluk < kulluk (KP 23.3), talan- (Heilk T p. 4, 
colophon) < *faluHla-n-, elân- < el-lâ-n-, yelâyü “ostensible, apparent” 
< yelHâ-yü etc.; tükâlig < tükâlHig is especially common. Thence, elig 
“king” no doubt comes from e/Hig “having a realm', olar they? < 
*olHar”? and ulug “great” possibly < u/--ug “having a sole or base”. 
Simplification is most common with velars, e.g. korku < kork-gu 
(DKPAMPb 81). We also have simplified dative forms: kicikâ tâgi < 
kidigtkâ tâgi (Xw ms. Rr 16), suvsamaka ... katiglanmaka (for 
-mAk*kA) in TT TI, 37-38, oruka < oruk “path” *#kA (MTI7MH1r3), 
adaka < adaktka (M 15,13) konaka < konaktka in BT V 13 etc.;293 the 
dative spelled as irinyâ in Manich&an writing in M 1 5,14794 can explain 
the shape of the pronominal dative. Velar simplification is usual in 
word formation, e.g. yarlika- “to pity?” < yarligka- and agrikan- “to feel 
pain?” < “agrigtka-n-; talgok — talkok “fastening peg? < talk-gok, sukak 
“male gazelle” (DLT etc.) presumably < *suk-gak, from suk- “to thrust 
(with the horns)?” and yulkak (or yulgak) is “swindling? < yulk- “to get 
some use or profit from something” (Maitr 62 v 14) with the same 
simplification. We have the evidence of DLT fol. 202 that #ikân “thor” 
comes from fik-gân, 1.e. “the stinging one”. kömür “coal” is derived with 
the formative -mXr (OTWF 390), cither from kö- “to bum”, or from 


201 Kârki / kârgi “adze” may come from the same stem but in the latter two lexemes the 
/t and not the /r/ is dropped. The simplification ârklig > ârlig is discussed in the UW 
entry for ârklig. 

202 Unless ol, whose /V has no parallel anywhere in the language, came about through 
metanalysis of olar. 

203 Note that all the sources guoted here are Manich&an; this need not be a phonetic 
characteristic of a Manich&an dialect, however, but could also be due to laxer (or 
perhaps more phonetic) spelling conventions. 

204 Same passage as the previous instance. iriyt-kâö would have been normal. For the n 
before the y cf. iriny for irin four lines before and also further on in the text; such 
spellings are typical for pre-classical texts. 
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köm- “to bury?; cf. kömâ€ “a round loaf which is buried in hot ashes” 
with the formative -m4Ğ, which forms names for dishes (OTWF 319). 

Alveolars are simplified mainly in late texts, e.g. ardas < artidas 
(cight times in the OB), kufadur- < kutad-dur- and örlâtür- < örlât-dür- 
(both ETŞ 10) and kotur- < kod-dur- (twice Suv).295 We do not know 
whether such simplification took place in the language of the runiform 
inscriptions, as double consonants are there usually spelled as simple 
ones (cf. T.Tekin 1968; 47-48). 

The simplification t& > &, at any rate, is already attested in Orkhon 
Turkic: I agree with the reading odok “stove? in Tui 8. olok < *ottdok 
is attested also in three among six mss. in TT VI 86; the rest of them 
and some late texts write ofdok (sce OTWF 108), but there probabiy 
was not much phonetic difference: Phonetically speaking, it all amounts 
to (VttİVJ vs. (VİVJ. We also find edârdi (TT IV A 57) < edâr-tiği 
(OB) “tracker”, okili (OB) < oki-tdi and ködcök (DLT) < köttdök 
“buttocks”. If ofaği “medical doctor?” comes from *oftatfi “*a person 
busy with small herbs”, it would show the simplification of double &.296 
On the other hand, the form katdigsizin (< kad-ig*tsiztin) guoted in 
Zieme 1991: 145 shows that (6J could be spelled as TC. istin < id*ttin in 
SUK Lo9,5 and Mil7,11l is again different: Phonetically speaking, this 
is VtİtV > VİtV. With this word, the simplification could have been 
helped by parallelism with /a$tin: We find istin nom tastin el “(may) 
religion in the spiritual domain and the state in the physical domain 
(prevail)” already in M Il nr. 27 v16. 


2.406. Metathesis 

In late texts there are metatheses of clusters with /1/, e.g. ördâk > ödrâk, 
busri “wrinkle? < *bur(u)s- (cf. OTWEF 344), sarya- (BuddhUig 1335) 
< sayra- “to twitter”, sârki- (Hochzeit 32) < sekri- “to leap?, orpak < 
opra-k “shabby”, buryuk < buyruk “minister?, âyrâk < âryâk “finger, 
irgag — iyrag, orto “middle” > otfra (and further ofira) and so forth. 
âdrâm < ârdöm “virtue? appears in MaitH, which is not a very late text. 


205 OTWEF 870 (index under , geminate simplification“) refers to further examples of 
the phenomenon. 

206 In Ht VII 1174, Arlotto had read a word to be analysed as kör-üncitöitlör as 
köründilâr and Röhrbom 1994:108 had explained this as just such a simplification. In 
his edition of the text, Röhrborn now sees two Cs, and in a note to the passage states 
that a helping vowel is sometimes introduced in such cases, “um einer Vereinfachung 
der Geminate vorzubeugen, ... wie im Falle von sakınducı und y(a)rlıkancudı (vgl. 
Abitlst 103)“. The matter (and the passage referred to) are commented on in OTWF 
114-115; it is, however, related to the alternation between -(Onc (OTWEF section 3.104) 
and -(X)ncU (OTWEF section 3.105), which is a more complex phenomenon. 
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Among the variants kuwfrul- “to be saved” and kurful- the former is 
probably the original, but both are rather common from guite early 
sources on; see OTWF 667-8 for some of the examples.297 yaltir- (ETŞ 
20,64) < yaltri- “to gleam” and ogurla- “to steal?” < *ogriHa- (discussed 
in OTWEF 441-2) show /1/ exchanging places with an adjacent vowel; 
see OTWF 313 for yogurt “yoghurt? — yogrut — yorgut. In other cases /1/ 
gets dropped by dissimilation, as in ömirkâs- < *âmri-rkâ-s- (BT Ul 
990) or bakir- “to shout” < *barskir- (cf. Mo. barkira- etc. and Turkish 
bar bar bağır- “to shout loudly”). Connections such as kükürt / kükrâ- 
“o thunder”, figirt / tigrâ- “to clatter', manirt / mayra- “to bellow”, 
tâpi(r)ttsiz / tâprâ- “to move? and in fact the relationship between the 
formative *k/r- and verbs ending in velar * 9r4- show how wide-spread 
sound change around /1/ was in onomatopocias. 

In OTWF 569 we took #âsgürüs- to come from /âgs-ür-üs- by the 
change /g3$/ > /5g/; the process making /âzgin- in the OB from the 
common /âgzin- “to revolve” and üksintâ “in his presence” < üsk-tinstâ 
is similar, all involving velars and sibilants. OTWF 358-359 shows 
-kUĞ and -cUk to be metathesis variants, the latter appcaring after bases 
ending in /1/ or /n/. Metathesis took place also with y(a)/vak < yavlak in 
Fedakâr 89, with yamgur < yagmur “rain? in UigTot. Oarakhanid Turkic 
küzâd- “to guard etc.” > küdâz- (together with derivates) may have taken 
place under the influence of synonymous küd-. 


2.407. Parasitical consonants 

There sometimes appears a parasitical alveolar between /1, /r/ or /W/ and 
a following velar or /1/, e.g. in koligudi “beggar? < kol-gutdi, probably 
also in the causatives amirigur- “to pacify? < *amir-gur-, körtgür- “to 
show? / körtkür- < *kör-gür- and köndgâr- < *kön(i)sgâr- (DLT fol. 
365). The alveolars in the DLT verbs caldra-, kaldra- and küldrâ- 
(OTWEF 471) are secondary. Another example is the form o/frup in M II 
11,13, the converb of olor- “to sit”: When the second vowel of the stem 
is syncopated and the /1/ and /r/ get into adjacency, a /t/ intervenes. This 
cluster appcars to have been preferred to having a syllable start with /r/ 
while the previous one ended in /V/; this eventually led to the 
replacement of Old Turkic olor- “to sit?” by Oarakhanid and later o/fur-: 
The /t/ was subseguentiy kept also in forms whose suffix did not start 
with a vowel. To make that adapt to Old Turkic phonotactics, a vowel 
had, in a second step, to be introduced between the /t/ and the /1/. For 


207 Kutul-, another early and widespread variant, could have come from contamination 
with kut “good spirit”. 
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the same reason Uygur ol/r-ug was replaced by Çarakhanid oldr-ug.?98 
The passage $ > & after /rn/, which presumabiy takes place in &irda- < 
(6) being eguivalent to Jt$J: Here, that is, we also witness the 
introduction of an alveolar between two syllables, one ending with /1/ or 
/m/ and the other starting with a consonant. 


2.408. Consonant assimilation 
Assimilation between consonants can concern a number of features. We 
will first deal with the voice feature, then with that of nasality, next 
with the mode of obstruction and finally with place of articulation. Con- 
sonants can also be influenced by vowels, dealt with last in this section. 
Assimilation of voicelessness between adjacent consonants is the rule 
in Oarakhanid but not in any other variety of Old Turkic. Still, it can be 
shown to have taken place in a few cases in Uygur as well. In Ht X 796, 
e.g., yilig*kya is spelled with two dots on the g, indicating that the word 
was pronounced as yilikk'ya; /g/ appears to become voiceless also 
before /V, in the verb stems agfar-, agtin- and agtur- discussed in 
section 2.34. This is backward assimilation between consonants. In 
other — exceedingly rare — cases, voicelessness spreads forwards, e.g. in 
e$stür- < e$id-ür- “to proclaim” and köm-üs-tâĞi “burying cach other? in 
completely destroyed context (M Tl 32,2,, WilkKatMan nr. 48). i€-gü 
appears as ickü in Xw 82 in the London ms., which is in Manich&an 
script (in which front G and K are guite distinet letters).29 /ürz-ük 
,incense (stick)* comes from /üf-üz- ,to fumigate*, but the form with /2/ 
is attested only once (Windgott 36): This common lexeme is otherwise 
(even in carly texts such as the Mait) always spelled as /ürsük. Similarly 
sâkiz on “80” and okuz on “90” become sâksön and fokson in the DLT. 


208 The existence of 'olfurmis?, made up in Johanson 2000: 62 as Old Turkic, is highly 
unlikely in that language. The EDPT considers yartim to be a secondary form of yarim 
“half, “with an intrusive -t-“. however, an intrusive / never appears before a vowel. 

209 The use of K might have been meant to show stop (as opposed to fricative) 
pronunciation at syllable onset. e/r-kây “(they) will convey (him)? in MHI nr.12r7 does 
not mean too much as the text in several cases confuses voiced and unvoiced 
consonanits (yâg for yâk “demon” etc.). The value of ickü should not be overrated cither, 
as the ms. may have had a source text in Uygur script. We can make the same 
assumption for Mahrn, whose first part is dated to the year 762, because the Uygur ruler 
is called ay tâyridâ xut bulmis alp bilgâ uyyur xnyân and not xayân (confusion of alef 
and nün) and because “prince” is, in that text (in Manich&an writing) indiscriminately 
spelled as TGYN, TKYN and TOYN (Manich&an O not being characteristic of back- 
vowel context). 
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In section 2.410 we have a different explanation for why the formative 
-sXk-, < -(X)z-(X)k-, has /s/ in its onset. 

On the other hand, what at first sight looks like a backward 
dissimilation in voice has been noted for the instances of suffixes 
starting with an alveolar (e.g. the causative suffix -:Ur-) when they 
appcar after /: As observed in OTWF 830-831, the result is 2d whether 
the stem ends in /4/ or /d/, in fact also when the suffix (e.g. the preterite 
morpheme) starts with /d/. Spellings like £otdum < kod-, yatdilar < yad- 
dilar (Ht VT 73), ütdâ < üd “time”, unit-dur- or yokatdur- < yokad- are 
common in texts which otherwise do not confuse alveolars. This rather 
consistent habit can be understood to indicate that the first alveolar was 
pronounced strongly (as a stop?) and the second softly (as a fricative?). 

Johanson 2001: 1726b is of the opinion that the relative absence of 
progressive devoicing in Old Turkic (the phenomenon being the rule in 
subseguent stages of the language) is due to the presence of short 
unwritten vowels at the end of stems. This is an ad hoc hypothesis set 
forth in great detail in Johanson 1979: 68 ff., whose material base is 
narrow indeed: Firstly, some Mongolic cognates of Turkic elements 
often have an additional vowel but the explanation of this discrepancy 
may in many cases not lie within Turkic but within Mongolic. When 
such vowels were dropped at the end of verb stems, they reappear 
within the aorist suffix, as pointed out by various scholars including 
Johanson, I myself and T.Tekin; there is no reason to take them to have 
been retained if they are not spelled out. Secondiy, the Turkic- 
Khotanese Wordlist has the shwa character transcribed as â which 
signals the lack of any vowel at the end of words. When it is used 
within words, it appears not only before suffixes and not especialIy 
after /pt s/ etc., as Johanson 1979: 73 says, but a number of times also 
after /1/ and /1/, e.g. in kirpik “eyelash” or sakaldruk “throat strap for 
headstall” .2!9 This disgualifies the point he is trying to make, as do the 
numerous voice assimilations taking place with consonants having the 
same place of articulation, which he himself discusses subseguentiy. No 
invisible vowels can therefore be made reponsible for the fact that voice 
assimilation is marginal in Old Turkic; voice assimilation is not a 
universal phenomenon, and Old Turkic differs from modem languages 
also in other significant ways. 


210 A word spelled basö-siysa said in Johanson 1979: 73 to represent bağ*siz seems 
not to appear in that text and lI wonder where (if at all) it cowld have existed. If the 
author created it to illustrate his point (which would in itself be legitimate), he does not 
actualiy say so. 
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The forms ömyân- (twice) and ömyâk (twice) in BuddhKat come 
from ömgân- and âmgâk and thus show progressive assimilation in 
nasality. öyrân- < ögrân- in Ht VI 43 is (if the N should not be 
interpreted as a superfluous 4/ef) similar but regressive. A better known 
form of non-contact regressive nasal assimilation takes place when 
onset b is followed by a vowel and then a nasal; we then have b >m, 
e.g. in bön '” > mân. um-dusdi “beggar? from um- “to hope” is spelled 
as untuğü in ShöAv 21; this isno doubt a case of regressive assimilation 
in the point of articulation, since both /n/ and /d/ are alveolars. 

A phonotactic phenomenon involving consonants and attested only in 
back-vowel environment is that stops become fricatives before /4/. m 
this position, /k/ appears as |xJ e.g. DLT daxsa- and Uygur daxSas- < 
*cak-i$ta-, yaxSingu “sleeve cuffs? is attested in Ht VU 1292.2'! /p/ 
appcars as |f), e.g. in yafSin- “to adhere, be attached to” < yapis-, spelled 
with in Pothi 127, which is in Manich&an writing. This is a case of 
assimilation, as spirants like $ are, of course, also fricatives. Uygur 
probabiy distinguished between oxSa- “to caress?” and ogsa- “to 
resemble? (/g/ realised as a fricative); the latter is six times spelled with 
h in Brahmi, but Brâhmi rendered |yJ with / as well. In the DLT, 
however, where there was voice assimilation, both appear as oxsa-. 

In TT X 459 and 481, dintgar-u kör- becomes ciygaru (spelled 
CYNKX'RW) kör-, i.e. an alveolar nasal turns into a velar nasal:2!? The 
place of articulation has shifted backwards under influence of the 
following velar. 

In some words in some varicties of Old Turkic, /n y/ become /m/ 
beside rounded vowels: Hamilton 1977 discusses a.o. kömül < köyül 
“heart”. OTWEF 99 and 104 document the lexemes boymul < boyun* and 
kömüldürük < köyülk (Which is also the source of Turkish gömlek 
*shirt”). Another instance is yürüm karak < yürüy karak “the white of 
the eye” in Wordlist 40. 


2.409. The appecarance of voiced stop allophones 
Some scholars had thought that consonants in runiform inscriptions 
undergo progressive voice dissimilatlon such that voiced coda 


211 Mark Kirchner has found exactly the same phenomenon in Kazakh. 

212 The text writes diyaru but Peter Zieme has confirmed for me the reading presented 
here. This does not appear to happen elsewhere in published parts of the DKPAM, to 
which the TT X text belongs. DKPAM instances in U III 36,17 and 53,4, are misguoted 
in the footn. to TT X 459: In both places the edition has dingaru kör- but should have 
had dinyaru kör-, as visible on the facs.. This is also what appears in three other U TI 
instance. 
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consonants were said to be followed by variants of suffixes starting 
with unvolced consonants, whereas unvolced coda consonants were 
said to be followed by variants of suffixes starting with voiced 
consonants. This view appears to have first been expressed in 1961 
concermning the Tufogog inscription by Rene Giraud, who edited this 
inscription. Tekin 1968: 100 speaks of “contact dissimilation” in the 
Orkhon inscriptions in general, all his examples being cases where the 
letters dand g were replaced by fandkafter/rln/; theonly'g>k 
examples he supplied were the words spelled ârkli “being” and kulkak 
“ear”. kulkak is opague and may never have had a /g/, leaving us with 
ârkli.23 For alveolar contact T. Tekin (also Tekin 2003) has the suffixes 
of the constative preterite as well as *d4, -dOk and -dAc/. whose D is 
replaced by T. 

Johanson 1979 argued against this view and has shown this not to 
have been the case at least as far as the alveolars are concerned. He 
states that the phenomenon is limited to the / runes which follow /r | n/ 
and sometimes /Z/ where the suffix is otherwise spelled with a d rune; 
he makes it likely that this variation in spelling was sub-phonemic, / 
standing for the |d) allophone of /d/ whereas d is likely to have stood 
for the (6) variant of this phoneme, which must have been the main 
allophone. His view in that domain has been adopted in section 2.32 
above. Johanson's hypothesis seems to be made likelier also by the 
existence of ligatures for /W * alveolar and /W/ * alveolar: These 
apparentiy reflected the fact that this alveolar was neither |t| nor (6), the 
sound |d| in fact turning up only after /n | r/ (and partly /z/). Why there 
then was a ligature for /n/ * /&/ and why the ligature /n/ * alveolar 
appcars mostly in back-vowel words?!4 remains, however, unclear. The 
absence of a ligature for /1/ * alveolar can be explained by the fact that 


213 Clauson repeats Giraud's statement on p. ix of the EDPT. T.Tekin 2003: 76-78 
retains this description, with numerous examples from Orkhon and Yenisey Turkic and 
the IrgB ms. for stems ending in /lJnrzm/. For velar contact he now gives, beside 
kulkak and ârkli, also ““amkalıg' from the Aura (< E26 Yenisey) inscription. The word 
in guestion is interpreted as “(“tmstka “to my father” by Vilhelm Thomsen?s assistant 
Kurt Wulff. This makes it regular, since the dative suffix has a voiceless velar; 
(a)t(ilmka “to my horse” would also be possible. See p. 184 for the appecarance of 
t-(OOmkA beside *-(X)mA. âr-kli is thus left as the only example for velars. 

214 The Orkhon inscriptions have more than 80 examples of the nN/d ligature in back- 
vowel words, more than 25 seguences of n and / in front-vowel words and only 11 cases 
ofthe /n/ * alveolar seguence being spelled with the ligature in front-vowel words; there 
is not a single example of the sound seguence /n/ * alveolar spelled without ligature in 
back-vowel words anywhere in that whole corpus. The existence of the n”G ligature 
cannot be explained along the lines proposed by Johanson — possibly ant (“oath”) and 
an ot ând were ideograms. 
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/d/ seems to have surfaced as Jd)| after /7/ only when it appeared at the 
beginning of verbal suffixes, the constative preterite, -JdOk and -dAĞI, 
but hardiy ever at the beginning of -d4, *dAn / *din and the formative 
*dAm; nominal suffixes generally do not replace d' / d? of their onset 
with t' / £.2'5 /r/ thus appears to have had an intermediary status. The 
realization of /d/ as (6) when appearing after vowels is further made 
likely by the spelling /0s(u)k for what is clearly a form of the verb /0d- 
“to be satiated” in KT S8 and BO N6: This is no doubt to be understood 
as /0s*tsuk < *foössuk. I is doubtful whether |ds| would have been 
assimilated in this way. What further emerges from the distribution of 
/d/ allophones after /r/ in the suffix onset is that nominal juncture differs 
from verbal juncture, the seguence |(röJ being enabled with the former 
but not with the latter. How was /d/ realised after voiceless consonants? 
(pö) (t6J (66) and (köJ seem unlikely sound seguences. There appears to 
have been assimilation when the bases ended in /t/. With /p/ and /k/ 
there might have been assimilation to (f6| and (xö) respectively at least 
in back-vowel environment. I would expect /d/ to have been realised as 
|(d| alsoafter front vowel /p/ and /k/ and also after /&/. If this is so, the 
fact that the spelling in these cases is not 4 would speak against the 
Johanson hypothesis. 

A similar phenomenon may have existed in the labial domain: The 
voiced fricative /v/ appears sometimes to have been realised as the stop 
(bJ (spelled with pe in Uygur writing) beside /1/ and rarely /V: e.g. in 
yublunmaklig (Ht VU 1994; cf, OTWF 641) < yuvlun- “to roll about, 
begging” (BT XII 29,8) < yalvar-; yalbar- is (beside yalvar-) common 
also in Suv (and survives as variant of yalvar- in Middle Turkic). 
Indirect evidence is Mongolian /i/bi — Old Turkic ye/vi “magic” (cf. 
OTWEF n.383). In Manich&an writing, which has a B distinet from P, 
we find e.g. yablak in TT 11,2 22, nirban in Pothi 167. In that writing 
system, however, V is distinguished from B only by two diacritical dots 
above; since we have instances such as kib “fate” (BT V 134) for what 
appcars as kiv everywhere else (e.g. three lines further on in the same 
text) or nizbani in TT 11,2 73 and 82 versus nizvani in 1.20, it is highly 
likely that these dots were simply omitted.?!9 It might be that yablak 
(same text!) and nirban are similar cases of omission. 

Johanson 1979: 7 does not deal with the two instances of the letter K 
after sonants which Tekin 1968: 100 mentions, stating that they are, as 


215 The only such examples I have found in Orkhon Turkic are three instances spelled 
yertâ (vs. four of yerdâ) in KT and BO. 
216 Thus already Zieme 1969: 35. CF. also saböi for savci in Mah 33. 
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derivates, isolated and opague. This is true of kulkak?!7 but not of the 
word spelled ârkli.218 Johanson has consistentiy followed Schulz 1978 
in reading this inscriptional word as “ârkâli”; still, e.g., in Johanson 
2000, where he writes “ârk/âfli'. 1 have, in section 3.282 below, tried to 
show that this view is groundless. Another suffix relevant for the 
discussion is -gXn. This suffix appears as -kXn explicitly in two Brâhmi 
instances, kâ/kin (TT VT) and furkun (Maue 1996 21a 75; spelled with 
HK, which that text uses also for the velars in ki/- or kus), and in two 
Oarakhanid lexemes, where it is spelled with gâf: barkin (“a determined 
traveller? thrice in the OB) and, again, /urkun suv “guiet waters? in the 
DLT. yadgun, todgun and tutgun are, on the other hand, Oarakhanid 
instances spelled with ghain, and the g did not appcar in any other 
instance. The Oarakhanid examples are not conclusive by themselves, 
as Arabic ghain represents a fricative; gâf could well have been used 
for noting (gJ, a realisation of /g/ which exists in modem Arabic 
dialects and may well have existed already in Kâğgarı's days. Taken 
together with the Brâhmi instances, however, the distribution seems 
significant: (kJ after /I r/, |y| after other consonants. The formative -gOk 
/ -gUk, dealt with in OTWF Ş$ 3.22, is spelled with K in /ol-kok 
“inflatable skin container? (gâf'in the DLT) and yun-kuk “soap? twice in 
Brâhmi writing, whereas instances where the suffix follows other 
consonants are spelled with G. -g/ (OTWF $ 3.110), finally, also 
appcars as -k/ with sonants: bur-ki “frowning; wrinkled (of face)” has 
instances spelled with /k/ both in Arabic and Brâhmi writing, and yan-ki 
Tecompense” isin Ul 77,24 spelled with double dotted X. After 
vowels and other consonants the suffix is well-established as -g/. In 
OTWEF 321 I proposed to derive the particle âörki with this same suffix, 
while Röhrborn has proposed the form âr-gây as source (see section 


217 Tekin's etymology for kulkak (deriving it from a Finno-Ugric verb) is unaccept- 


able, and the one proposed in OTWEF 75 is problematic as it involves a rare derivational 
suffix. The /k/ must be real, as it is also attested in the Brâhmı, Tibetan and Manich&an 
writing systems; a further Brâhmi example can be added from Maue 1996 text 3,1.113. 
“*kulgak” could have been taken to be the ultimate source if Oguz had been the only 
dialect group with the variant kwlak. kulak is, however, the general modern and Middle 
Turkic form, found also in languages which do not drop /g/ after consonants. kulak is, 
moreover, the general DLT and OB form, kulgak appearing in the latter when 
demanded by the metre. Kâğgarı knows of kulkak and kulxak as variants. In view of all 
this there is no way to link the variants kw/kak and kulak by any known synchronic or 
diachronic sound laws. 

218 See section 3.282 for the participle suffix -(Wgl1, with which the Orkhon Turkic 
conjunction spelled as ârkli is no doubt formed. While the productive forms of -(X)g// 
do not lose their onset vowel even when added to stems ending in /1/, such loss is found 
in other suffixes (e.g. the -(X)/- causative) and is probably an archaic feature. 
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3.34 below). The /k/ of ârki is documented in sources in Indic scripts; 
both etymologies would take this /k/ to be the realisation of a suffix 
normally appearing with /g/. The reason why -g4Ay itself does not show 
forms with K after bases ending in /l n / can be that inflexional affixes 
in agglutinative languages tend to avoid irregular variations in shape;7!9 
this might also be the reason why, e.g., *d4 does not become “1y4” 
after vowels or voiced consonants in those modern languages which 
changed /d/ to /y/. Spellings of or g* suffixes with / and k 
respectively after bases ending in /r I n/ can generally be read as having 
Id, g| as against (6, y| for the unmarked sound contexts, and the 
spellings ârkli and kulkak need not be counter-examples to Johanson”s 
theory: The k£ may represent a voiced stop as against a fricative. 
Crucially, however, this interpretation is not obligatory, and a reading 
as |kJ cannot be excluded: Especially in view of evidence from the 
Brâhmi writing system (where G does not imply fricativity) the 
replacement of /g/ by /k/ after /r lw appears realIy to have taken place: 
The reassignment to /k/ may well be historical fact, hinging on the 
possibility of assigning |g) to /g/ as well as to /k/ at some stage in the 
language's history. In section 2.34 | explained ârkli through the 
syllabification ârklli. 


2.410. Onset devoicing 

The formative -sX£- (discussed in section 3.212) is highiy likely to have 
come from the formative seguence -(X)z-(X)k-; this would therefore be 
an instance of the sound change /z/ > /s/. One possible reason for the 
change may be that /2/ is not stable at the beginnings of suffixes (-zUn 
became -sUn from Çarakhanid on), or at the beginning of syllables in 
general (kavzatf- is often spelled with s in Uygur, and cf. kabsa-? 
attested at least thrice in the DLT), in view of its absence at the 
beginning of words. An early Manich&an text in fact has the shape ur- 
zux-, with z. Excluding Çarakhanid and looking at the Uygur instances 
of the suffix (listed in OTWF 700-704) we find that the bases of six of 
them, a/-sik-, kun-suk-, ar-sik-, bil-sik-, öal-sik- and ur-suk-, end with 
the sonants /r | n/, three, /w/-suk-, ut-suk- and yint-sik-, with /£/ and one, 
kuy-suk-, with /y/. It may also be this preponderance of the sonants, 
which exists at least in the documentation, which let /z/ be replaced by 


219 CF. the spellings bulyay (twice) and adrilyay in Xw 137-8 in Manichacan writing. 
bosunyali is also spelled with T in Xw. 187. Instances like ki/kali with two dots over the 
O in ms. TM 42b (U 4793) of Suv 34k 14 are meaningless, as we find agir in the same 
line and ogli in v13 also spelled with dots over the O. 

220 Possibly to be read as kapsa-, where the (pl could have evolved from (İf). 
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its voiceless counterpart /5/, as we find D replaced in these 
circumstances by T. w-suk- is, after all, attested also with the carlier 
form with /2/. Conceming the other pairs of voiced and voiceless 
consonant letters discussed above, the rather convincing hypothesis was 
that what lies behind this opposition is in fact subphonemic |6| vs. (dl), 
an opposition not in voice but of continuant vs. stop. Such an 
opposition cannot have been relevant for /z s/, however, as both are 
continuants. Assuming the correctness of the Johanson / Sims- Williams 
/ Doerfer hypothesis on continuants vs. stops, we are therefore for the 
-sXk- forms left with the explanation that /2/ was to be avoided at 
syllable onset. 


2.411. Changes affecting /g/ 
In section 2.34 we saw that /g/ was pronounced as a fricative not only 
in back but also in front synharmonism. Fricative pronunciation 
explains the early loss of this velar in the variant âsâk of âsgâk 
“donkey?. The dropping of the velar took place carlier and much more 
massively in kârgâk “necessity', as this is also a near-grammatical 
predicate signifying “it is necessary”: BuddhKat 37 (Tibetan writing) 
writes GA.RAG, although a g is spelled out in this position in a number 
of other words occurring in that text. In Brâhmı writing, £ârâk occurs in 
three medical texts, but other Brâhmi sources use kârgâk: TT VT 1 has 
about cight instances and there are further ones in TT VII M 18 and on 
1.8 of text 23 in Maue 1996. Another instance of kârâk occurs ina 
popular text about omens which also has four instances of kârgâk, in 
TT VII 28,54. Oarakhanid sources have hundreds of instances of kârâk 
and not a single one of kârgâk, although the DLT mentions the base 
verb as kârgâ-: This latter fact shows that the reasons for this early loss 
of the velar were not only phonetic but also had to do with the function 
and freguency of kârgâk.>! 

Another indication that intervocalic /g/ tended to get pronounced like 
a glide in late texts can be found in the spelling igâ of the word 
signifying “master”, which was also spelled ;-â (with graphic space 
between the two vowels). It seems likely that this comes from idi, 
which has the same meaning, although idi and igâ occur together as 
binome in the 14" century inscription of CYK. igâ would then be a 
hypercorrect spelling of iyâ, which would be the result of a late change 
of intervocalic /d/ to /y/. The repeated appearance of üyür “(millet) 


2! Presumabiy in order to explain the early appcarance of kârâk, Doerfer 1993: 30 
takes kârâk and kârgâk to be different derivates from one source; this is impossible, as 
there is no source in sight for kârâk other than kârgâk, which comes from kârgâ-. 
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seed” as ügür in the DLT is a similar case of hypercorrect spelling: The 
documents of SUK have the spellings öyür, üür, ür, ü'r and yür. This is 
apparentiy also what happens when Kâsgarı (fol. 504) says that bög is 
“more correct” than böy for “poisonous spider”. 

I have noted two carly cases /g/ where is dropped from the seguence 
gti, in ütülü- (Maitr 84 v 24- BT IX 209,24) from ütüg “flatiron” 
and #üfsülüg (TT V B 130 and 135) from /#üfsüg “incense”. These two 
instances, which could just be errors, are not an adeguate base for 
generalization conceming coda position. In the DLT the desiderative 
suffix -(X)gs4- becomes -(1)s4-; see OTWEF 527 for details. This drop 
appcars to have taken place in late Uygur as well: There is no doubt that 
need to wish to hear and to listen to the manira', that the first verb is 
the aorist participle of an -(XW/s4- stem.222 Note also âökün in (early) 
ChristManManus Manich&an fragment v 9, which may come from 
*âki-güt*n “two together” if it is not an error but an elision of 
intervocalic /g/.23 In the very common nâlük “to what purpose”, /AgU/ 
appears to have given /A/, assuming that this comes from the egually 
common nâgülük.24 A sound change AgU > A apparentiy took place 
also in the collective form bögât found in several 13-14” century texts, 
as documented in OTWEF 82, and in egually late but Westerm bayat 
“God”, probably < bayagut “well-to-do gentleman?. Other interrogative 
phrases which were reduced to two syllables are nâcök < nâcdâ ök, 
nâgük < nâgü ök and the DLİÜs nârâk < nâ kârâk. Il take kerü 
“back(wards)? and bârü “hither? to come from *ketgârü and *bâtgârü 
respectively, i.e. to have been contracted from original directives in 
tgArU.>5 

The spelling of kovus “groove? as kogus (see OTWEF 421) is also 
“hypercorrect?, but is evidence of a process /g/ > /v beside rounded 
vowels. This process can be seen when kagrul- “to undergo mental 


222 Tt is thus (against the editor's statement in the footnote) of identical form as the 
Ottoman future. The Insadi (or better Avasadi) sütra is, after all, later than the DLT. 

223 biz âkün, which can be read also as bizâkün as Z is never joined to the next letter, 
appears in HamTouHou 15,3, TugFrühText 10 (spelled with S), perhaps in BT V 675 
and in Hymnus 22. Concerning HamTouHou it had been thought that this is another 
instance of âkün; the context makes it likelier that bizâkün was a place name, however, 
as proposed by Wilkens, the editor of the last mentioned source, following an oral 
suggestion of Röhrbom. 

24 Examples in the EDPT and OTWEF 122. Cf. Turkish niçin “why; what for” < ne için 
and nasıl “how? < ne asi. 

25 The first is related to (instrumental) ken and to kedin, the latter in some way to bân 
“V and bo “this”. 
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torture? alternates with kavru/-, the latter apparently turning up even 
several times in Mait; see OTWF 661. The verb kögâdtür- “to praise, to 
embellish in words? is, similarly, spelled as £övâtdürüp in Suv 135,12. 
On the other hand the repeated appearance of âsgâk “donkey? as âsyâk 
in the DLT shows a process /g/ > /y/ in fronted surroundings in that 
text. 


2.412. Haplology 

Haplology is found e.g. in orfon < ortotdun, both “being in the middle” 
(discussed among the -dXn nominals) and in kamagu < *kamagtagu, a 
collective expansion of kamag “all”. #iksiz < tik-igtsiz “unstung, 
unpricked” in Suv 529,20 may not be an error in the strict sense, in that 
it was presumably pronounced that way: Cf. yiglig apparentiy for *yig- 
iglig in Abhi B 1404. In an instance like bo yarlig esidip (KP 18,8) 
“having heard this order? yarlig could have been simplified from 
accusative yarlig-ig. 

/VrVr/ is guite susceptible to syncopation: In aorist forms of stems 
ending in “ur- in BuddhKat, alyaddurlar comes from alyad-dur-urtlar 
and olur comes from olor-ur. Similarly öyâtür in Heilk I 14, which 
signifies “it cures” and must come from *öy-tâd-tür-ür. The Brâhmi ms. 
TT VHI L has forms such as #ükörmâsâr < *tükâ-r âr-mâ-sâr (12-13 
and 21) and /ersâr < *fe-r âr-sâr (33). ârkân, which is usedasa 
temporal conjunction, may possibiy be the result of syncopation from 
*ârür kân, with a particle described in section 4.633 as being added to 
temporal adverbs (and cf. the temporal suffix -mAzkAn). 

The DLT distinguishes between £isi “wife and kisi “person; this 
distinction has by the EDPT and by Zieme in 7DAYB 1987:306-7 been 
taken to hold for Uygur as well. Since such a distinction is found 
neither in runiform sources nor in any modem language and is at least 
not explicit in Uygur,” | take kisi to come from kisitsi: “wife” isan 
inalienable term, from the group with which the possessive suffix often 
becomes part of the stem. Conceming Uygur, then, &isi could have 
signified both “person?” and “wife?, or the meaning “wife” could have 
been borne by kisi. Verb / noun homophones ending in /$/ may all have 
been caused by haplology, as no example of the formation in -X$ 
derived from such verb stems appears to have survived: Oarakhanid /ü$ 
“place or time of a halt” (hence sometimes “midday?) ought to come 
from “füs-ü$, from the verb signifying “get down (from a horse), /u$ in 
the phrase /u$ tulum bol- “to meet” from /us-, same meaning, over /us$- 


226 C£ then. to BuddhKat 1. 4. In Uygur script /$/ is practically always spelled as «. 
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US, (0S “water reservoir, pool”, partly documented in the EDPT, < 
and verb listed in the EDPT), k£o$ 'a pair from kos- “to conjoin”. 
bagdas “sitting with legs crossed” is likelier to have come from *bagda- 
s-i$ than from *bagda-$, as bagda- (found only in Çarakhanid) signifies 
“to trip somebody”. Haplology can always take place when 
consonants and vowels in two adjacent syllables share most phonetic 
features; orfo*dun could actually also have been pronounced as ortodon 
and olor-ur as oloror. 


2.413. Word fusion 
In several different situations, word seguences become single prosodic 
units. Some noun phrases becoming lexical units are discussed in the 
beginning of section 4.12. Binomes, dealt with in part VI, are a special 
type of fixed collocations. Such close juncture can have phonetical 
results: ini eli(lâr) “younger and elder brothers” becomes in 'edi(lâr), 
e.g. in ManBuchFrag 1,1 r4,in Mill nr. 8 VII v 10 and in Yenisey 
inscriptions. In this case, adjacent vowels of the two lexemes are 
involved, resulting in elision or fusion. Even occasional extensive 
contractions, such as bi/tur “last year” (Ht VI 1912) < bir yil furur “it is 
one year? cannot be wholly ruled out. We sometimes get linked spelling 
as in â/f öz also with the particle Ok, which usualliy, but not always, 
drops its vowel if the word it is added to hasa vowel coda: For instance 
with ölürtâdi-k in Tuü 11. This clitic can be repeated, (O)k Ok then 
giving kOk in Orkhon Turkic. The variant £Ok lives on in South 
Siberian Turkic to this day. Beside ama ok and anfak we get 
”NT”WX, where the two words are Just spelled without space in 
between, but with an alef before the o. Cf. also, e.g., yerintâ'ök in 
MaitH X 6a12, wrongly read as “yirintânök”. 

ol becomes a clitic and loses its onset vowel in a few set phrases in 
which it is used as copula: We find kayul “which one is it?” < kayuola 
number of times in the catechism in Tibetan script. nâgül < nâtgü ol 


227 fuğus is, 1 think, attested in aladu (ususinta (U TI 6,2; and DKPAMPb 741, the 
same passage in two mss.) “in front of (or opposite) the tent” and in aniy tuSuSinta “in 
front of (or opposite) that (i.e. an orchard)” in Udayana 12. I don't think the instances 
should be emended away to /uSinfa as proposed in EDPT 129b and UW 9la; nordo 1 
think it possible to analyse the word as /u84i4sin4ta with double use of the possessive 
suffix, as proposed by the editors of DKPAMPD, although the word is spelled with Y in 
the second syllable in that ms.: The other two mss. have W, and their proposal would 
entail too much of an exception. 

28 Additional possible examples for haplology in connection with this formation are 
mentioned in OTWF 265. 


126 CHAPTER TWO 


“what (collective) is?” appears e.g. Ht VII 388 and 398 in the phrases 
nâgül önisi and adirti nâgül “What is the difference”; there are a 
number of examples elsewhere in Hts; also in Tattvârtha, mainly in the 
phrase isi nâgül “what is its business”. The same phonetic process 
happens in -gU/ < -gU ol, which, in late texts, becomes a suffix of 
impersonal mood meaning “one should...” (see section 5.2). 

CE. further the fusion of nâ ârgây to nârgây “what will become of...” 
twice in a runiform inscription (YE 41,8; cf. OTWF 301), involving 
fusion between the interrogative pronoun and the copula; similarly nözâ 
“thing? < nâ ârsâr “whatever” four times in a late contract (SUK Mi19). 
Kâsgarı (fol. 197) states that nârâk “Why is it necessary?”” (spelled 
without alif — or indeed any explicit vowel — in the first syllable, 
showing that the vowel was short) comes from nâ kârâk,; the strong 
stress on “Why?” here even led to the dropping of /k/. 

Further inscriptional fusions with pronoun vowels occur in bödkâ (KT 
SII, BO NI and 8 and E2) 'at this time” < bo üdkâ, attestedin K S | 
and bucâgü < bo üdâgü “these three” in Tufi 12: Note that the second 
(front) vowel prevails in bödkâ, the first, back one in bucâgü. Backward 
İfronting, again involving bo (though without syllable loss), takes place 
also in bökün “today'< bo kün “this day”. It appears in bökün bar yaran 
yok “here today and gone tomorrow? (Maitr Taf.118r12 — MaitH Y 
12b27, Gedank p.133) and in bögünkâtâgi “till today? in ManTürkFrag 
7 and BT V 148. This word is spelled thus with G in Manichean script 
in both mss.; this could bea case of voice confusion in the BT V text, 
which has another two instances for this phenomenon, but not in 
ManTürkFrag, which does not, and on the other hand has kanyu asa 
sign of archaicity. Since Old Turkic consonants do not get voiced 
between vowels, this should mean that an original *gün (with g* in all 
Oguz languages) was here retained because it was not in onset position: 
This fusion would have come about before *g* > *k©, 

kim*kâ nân (ptonoun and negative particle) is contracted to kimkân in 
DreiPrinz 71 (and, damaged, in 86); there is a similar contraction in 
Orkhon Turkic. The postposition #âg fused with the demonstrative 
pronouns bun* and ant by adapting to back harmony, giving montag 
and antag. sizintâg (instead of sizni tâg) “like you? in ChristManManus 
Manich&an fragment r 10 and bimtâgi “someone like me” in Tuü 57 
(before Alyılmaz 2000: 110-111 erroneously read as “bünfâgi?” and 
since T. Tekin 1963 interpreted as a case of backward assimilation) are 
additional instances showing that /âg was on the way to becoming a 
case suffix. The process appcars not to have been guite complete in 
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Orkhon Turkic, however, as we also find an instance of antâg (Tuü 29), 
where the postposition still retains its vowel. 


In the verbal domain we get fusion between the vowel of the vowel 
converb and the onset vowels of auxiliaries following them. This 
happens in Orkhon Turkic with the verb /d- (described in section 
3.251), in xaganin idgini idmis “guite lost their ruler? in Ongin F 2 and 
anda (a)y(i) idmis “sent the following message? in Tuü 34: Had there 
been no factual fusion, the converbs would have had the shapes icginu 
and ayu.?9 In Uygur the phenomenon is widespread with the verb x- “to 
be able to” (described in section 3.253). The examples I have come 
across all involve the negative form uma-; the fusion therefore appears 
to have moved towards the creation of an impossibility form, which is a 
reality at least since Oarakhanid Turkic. m Manich&an sources we have 
e.g. baru uma- (Xw 75), tutu uma- (Xw 216), uku uma- (ms. U 232 
guoted in Zieme 1969; 20), sürü uma- (M 1 16,20), sârü uma- (M Tl nr. 
18, 36,85); in Buddhist sources e.g. âdikü uma- (TT V B 118), futu 
uma- (U VI 66,15), fidu uma- (KP 27,3). The vowels of these converbs 
would have the shapes -/ or -4 if they were not being employed in this 
construction; cf. Erdal 1979b: 105. This assimilation does not yet take 
place in runiform sources, which have arfafi u- (BO E19) and ula uma- 
(IrgB LXI). Practically all of Uygur has it but it is prevented by the 
parallelism of biverbs, e.g. iya basa umadin (TT 1,2 74), ara yuva 
umadilar (Maitr Taf 202r12) or //d4 uka ugaylar (Maitr Taf 26v8). 
tida umf/ajdfin has been read in Maitr Taf 72v22.230 


2.5. Morphophonology 
2.51. Native stems 


The phonotactic compatibility of stems and suffixes demands suffix 
allomorphs, one set starting with a consonant, another with a vowel, to 
suit bases ending in vowel or consonant respectively. Thus there is a 
present participle suffix with the variants -/gmâ, -igma, -ügmâ, -ugma 
after consonants, -gmâ, -gma after vowels, for which we have the 


29 Tekin 1968: 101 ($2.259, 29) read this as “anda yidmis” and took it to be an 
instance of external hiatus filled by a helping consonant; this was argued against in 
Erdal 1979b: 114 (n.30). Hiatus-bridging /y/ is a phenomenon peculiar to the Oguz 
branch and is unknown in Old Turkic. 

230 The editor states the remaining letters of the second word to be unclear but nothing 
else would probabiy suit the context. 
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morphophonemic notation -(XWem4; the X symbolises a whole set of 
vowels: 4Aiuü/, also /o ö/ and perhaps others (see below). It is incorrect 
to give “-gmA” as morphophonemic notation (as most recentiy done by 
Tekin 2003: 17), and write kdâl/-i-gmâ “gelen” etc. as if there were a 
helping vowel -i- between the stem and the suffix, because the identity 
of this vowel cannot be predicted from the phonetic surroundings: The 
unstable vowel is e.g. /a â/ in the formative *(4)r- or the collective 
suffix -(4)gU or the volitional suffix -(4)//m, /o ö/ in the suffix -(O)k 
forming deverbal nouns. The choice between /X/, /A/ (standing for a or 
â) or /O/ (standing for o or ö) depends on the suffix, which means that 
these vowels (whose appearance is stecred by phonotactics) are part of 
the suffix. 

Rarely, suffixes starting with a vowel retain this vowel in all posi- 
tilons, in which case bases ending in a vowel elide theirs: *(U)7, which 
expresses plurality with titles, appcars e.g. in farkar, sâyüt and tegit, the 
plurals of the titles arkan, sâyün and tegin; it may have been borrowed 
together with these bases, possibly from a Mongolic language. Suffixes 
which thus replace a part of their base are called dominant. Dominance 
(first described for Turkic in Erdal 1979a) never applies to single- 
syllable vowel bases, as it would change them beyond recognition. It is 
also found with the suffixes -X$ and -X and one or two others. 

A few of the suffixes starting with consonants drop these when added 
to stems ending with consonants: The 3'İ person possessive suffix 
H(S)I(n) drops its /s/ when the stem has a consonant at its end, the 
ordinal suffix *(MAr drops its /V, the genitive suffix of the runiform 
sources and a few Manichaan mss. *(7)Xy its (0/. Morpheme jJuncture 
is dealt with in greater detail in Erdal 1979a. 

Synharmonism has been presented above in terms of phonemes 
altemating in an archphoneme framework as far as vowels are 
concemed but (seemingiy inconsistentiy) as a matter of allophones in 
the consonantal domain; this has to do with the fact that the distinctions 
are, in practically all Turkic languages, salient for all vowels but only 
for a few of the consonants. Strictly speaking, syllables are affected by 
fronting and, in principle, even by rounding as wholes: Note that the 
runiform script has guite different front and back characters for most 
consonanits (but not for all vowels); for the voiceless stops it even uses 
special characters depending on whether vowels before or after them 
are rounded or not. We have substantial evidence that Old Turkic /k/ 
was pronounced rather differentiy in front and in back surroundings. 
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We here give a classification of suffixes by archphoneme vowels. 
Vowels in brackets are dropped if the phoneme stretch preceding the 
suffix ends in a vowel (or in /1/ when the resulting cluster is admitted). 

Suffixes containing the archphoneme /A/ are: *GA, *dA, *kA, *gArU, 
*rA/yA, #lAr, -dAm, -AgUt, *(A)gU, *kIRA, -(A)n; the postposition 
yAn; *(A)d-, *(A)r-, #A-, *İA-, #(X)rKA-, #slr4-; -(A)yin, -(A)llm, -Ar 
(durative aspect suffix), -m4z, -mA, -(X)gmA, -mAk, -gA, -A (converb), 
-gAlI, -mAtl(n), -gAn, -gAk, -mAn, -(X)pAn, -sAr, -gAysOk / -gASOk; 
-Ar-, -mAÂ-. 

Suffixes with /U/: sgArU, *(DdUrXk, HIXgU, sAgUt, *(A)gU; *U-; 
-yU, -U (converb suffixes), -(XO)ncU, -Ur, -yUr (aorist suffixes), -gU 
and -eW/Xk, -zUn; -tUr-, -Ur- (and cf. postelitic mU). The second and 
third syllable of a/fun “gold” and küdâgü “bridegroom” could be said to 
embody the archphoneme /U/ in that /U/ would be realised as /u/ in one 
case, as /ü/ in the other. The distinction between high and low rounded 
vowels is directly documented in texts written in Indic scripts. 

Suffixes with /o, ö/: -sOk; -(O)k; -gOk, -yOk, -dOk and -g4ysOk / 
-gAsOk; similarly the postclitic particle (0)&. Evidence for the vowel in 
the different suffixes will be given in the next chapter, where we deal 
with their morphology. All the suffixes mentioned end with /k/; since 
the archphoneme /U/ is in no suffix followed by coda /k/,3! we get 
complementary distribution: /U/ > /0/ before /k/. Thence, /o ö/ must in 
these instances come from underlying /u ü/. If, on the other hand, the 
syllable preceding this process contains the vowels /u/ or /ü/, the suffix 
vowel can appcar cither with /o ö/ or with /u ü/; cf. üzüksüz (BuddhKat 
31, Tibetan script) and buyruk (Khotanese Brâhmi) with explicit /u ü/in 
the second syllable. In examples mentioned in section 2.401, /0/ and /ö/ 
in non-first sylables of stems are likely to be replacements for /a / or /u 
ü/ when the preceding syllable has /o ö/; /X/ is also likely to have given 
lo öl when preceded by /o ö/. These are instances of strict vowel 
attraction; what influence /k/ may have had on the vowels is not, 
however, evident in any way. High rounded vowels before coda /k/ 
could be lowered in stems as well, if the Harezm-Turkic appearance of 
süydk for “bone? (Ata 2002: 50) is any indication; in Old Turkic the 
second sylable of this lexeme is always rounded, and this form would 
signify that the Old Turkic lexeme is to be read as süyök. 


231 /w/ and /ü/ are, however, followed by /k/ without their vowels getting realised as /o 
ö/ if they belong to the archphoneme /X/. 
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Suffüxes with /X/: *(X)z, (eg, *(Xn, *s5X2,2 »Xg, HXgU, #Xk, 
*(X)m, 4-(X)y, (in) Xy, sdXn, 4()i, #()dUrXk; *()k-, *(ÖrKA-; 
-gULXk, -XS, -(Xne, -(Xİndlg, -(X)ncU, -(X)m, -gXn, -(0z, -(Xy, (Xİ, 
-sXk, -()gmA4, -(gli, -(p, -OOpAn, -(yXn; (6, Ok, -(Xİz-, 
-(XJI-, -sXk-. 

Suffixes with /1/: öl, *slg, *kI, -kIRA, Hİ, *d1; 40, sslr4-; -(Allim, 
-I (converb), -/ (deverbal noun), -/r (aorist suffüx with -(X)7- etc.), 
-(Xgli, gil (imperative particle), -g4//, -(nclg and -v/. The suffixes 
HS)I(n4), -mls, -mAtl(n) and -(A)yin are, in the Orkhon inscriptions, 
usually spelled with s” and n?; the instances are mentioned in T. Tekin 
1968: 59. cf. also kafigtdi with d” in KT N 2. The inscriptions of the 
Uygur kaganate, on the other hand, show a different picture: -(4)y/n is 
spelled with n' in both of its ŞU exs., and the spelling of -m/$ in Tariat 
appcars to fluctuate between s' and s”. The Orkhon Turkic spelling of 
suvsiyaru with r' and w (not ü) in BO E403 or consistent Uygur 
spelling of -mi$tka with the letter X in Uygur writing, with double 
dotted K or O in Manich&an writing all together add up to show that the 
fronting was subphonemic. Note also that KT S9 and BO N7 spell 
almatin with t' and not ©. The instrumental suffix *(Xn could, in 
Uygur runiform inscriptions, be spelled with n? which, on the other 
hand, always write *(5)/n with n' (e.g. in atimin in Tariat E4, kanin S1), 
sometimes With explicit 1. 

Johanson 2001: 1726a makes the following surprising statement: 
“Suffixe sind am Anfang ihrer Entwicklung unharmonisch, invariabel. 
Im Ost-Alttürkischen?* war z.B, das Dativsuffix *ga cin hinteres 
Suffix, wâhrend das Possessivsuffix -(s)i ein vorderes Suffix war. Das 
erste uns bekannte Türkisch weist also viele disharmonische 
Wortformen auf.” The dative suffix (see below in section 3.124) always 
follows synharmonism,235 however, and the unharmonic realisations of 
HS)I(n4) as consistentliy front are clearly subphonemic. In section 3.122 


232 This suffix may originally have had /1/: A denominal verb formative derived from 


it (documented in the OTWF) has the shape *s/r4-, the Tuü inscription spelis the suffix 
once as s>z and once as s”zn> (in the instrumental case) in two instances following 
rounded back vowels, and the Yenisey inscription E26 twice writes b'wns”Iz “without 
shortage?. These are exceptions (IrgB 45 has explicit otsuz suvsuz “without grass or 
water”, e.g.) but they are early. Bang 1925: 40 thought that the suffix could originaliy 
have been an -(X)z derivate from si- “to break”, which would fit with these facts; but the 
transition from /1/ to /X/ would still have to be explained. 

233 See section 3.122 below. 

234 Le. the language described here. 

235 The only possible (though by Johanson unmentioned) reason for this view of the 
dative suffix is the dative baya and saya of the personal pronouns bân “V and sân “yow. 
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we discuss the possibility that *si(n*) and *i(nt) were originaliy 
independent pronouns: They may possibly have become suffixes 
secondarily; this is not something one can (or should) say about any 
other Old Turkic suffix. Johanson's last guoted sentence is guite 
misguided as far as Turkic words are concemed; we will see in section 
2.52 below that he is right conceming lexemes copied from Indo- 
European languages — but those are unlikely to have been on his mind. 
The passage gives the impression that synharmonism is something 
which developed gradually during the history of Old Turkic — the facts 
clearly do not bear out this view. 

It is an entirely different (and marginal) matter that the consonant 
cluster (| appcars to front the stretch of the word following it. We 
find that in koflilârkâ in a runiform ms. (ThS Ic 5)“ and in inandlâri 
in Brahmı script, in Maue 1996 nr. 29 B6; in this second instance the 
cluster is also actually spelled ğc. This is not at all the situation 
described above, where the syllables in guestion appcar to be fronted 
(or at least neutral) sub-phonemically, without influencing subseguent 
syllables. 

The texts are not free from irregularities in synharmonism as far as 
rounding in Turkic words is concemed, but these are not common. 
Examples are kwf*iyiztgaru “to your honour?” (M Il or. 9 VII ri), 
âdgütlig (MaitH X 1r16) or öttimin “my advice (acc.) (U IV D 42). 
There is a list of such irregularities in Manich&an sources in Zieme 
1969: 57, with examples from Buddhist texts added in the note 309 
thereto. With binomes such as ögründütligtin sâvindtlig*tin (MaitH 
XX Ir7) or münstsüz kadagtsuz (M TI nr. 22 v1) the irregularity is 
caused by parallelism, apparently visual parallelism in the second case. 
In a few instances, /1/ is replaced by /X/ within stems, as /oyunlar < 
toyinlar (SP 36) “monks”, üsüt- “to chill? < ö$i-1- (Ernte 24 and Emte Il 
2) or kuru- < kuri- *to dry” (Emte 119). 

Doerfer 1981: 55 has noted that there are no suffixes with coda /X/, 
whereas /A lIU/ are well attested in this position; nor is there any coda 
/0/ in suffixes, but this follows from the fact that the choice for /0/ 
over /U/ in non-first syllables is directiy related to the vowel's being 


236 This instance from Dunhuang does not justify the reading of all Orkhon Turkic 
instances of *d/ as tdi, as done in Tekin 1968: 62-63. There is a punctuation mark 
between kohi or kofici and Pr” A; cither this mark is an error, or what comes after it 
should be emended to rk” A or ârtkâ: The text says that one set of armour is alotted to 
this/these person(s). r'mk'ğls”n? — armakdisin in KT E6 does not speak for Tekin's view 
on tel cither, as *(s)/(n), the suffix spelled with s”, does so also when preceded by a 
back-harmony base. 
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followed by /k/. This special situation of /X/ demands an explanation, 
and the two possible ones have already been suggested. 

Note also that we have found no suffixes in which onset /1/ or /U/ get 
dropped after vowels; this appears to happen only to onset /0/, /X/ and 
/A/. The vowel of the aorist suffix,27 which has various allomorphs, is 
lexically determined: We find -4r with most simple stems, most 
denominal ones and some derived ones, — -Ur with most derived stems 
and a few simple ones, — -/r with causative stems ending in -(X)/-. With 
(derived and simple) stems ending in vowels the most common variant 
is -yUr. -yUr alternates with -r (e.g. the numerous instances of /e-r ,it 
says“ in the IrgB), which could, in principle, come both from -4r and 
from -Ur by the dropping of the vowel: -Ur might seem to be the 
likelier source if one thinks of -yWr as letting the hiatus-bridging /y/ 
precede the allomorph - Ur — but there is no hiatus-bridging /y/ in Old 
Turkic;238 -4r seems a likelier source since practically all verb stems 
ending in vowels are cither simple or denominal. One could then write 
this particular realisation of the suffix as -(4)r. For this same reason, 
-yUr does not come from -Ur through the addition of /y/, but is an 
allomorph by itself. -(W/cAk, an element expressing endearment, may 
possibly be the only suffix which does drop an onset /1/; see section 
3.111. It was probably borrowed from Iranian, however, and evidence 
for it is guite tenuous. 

-(O)k drops its onset vowel also in k£ör-k ,beauty' < kör- ,to see*, ör-k 
“prominent” < ör- ,to rise* and /ur-k ,length, height* (discussed in 
OTWEF 224-225), since the cluster /rk/ is admitted. This clearly does not 
happen to -(X)g, since we have sor-ug, sür-üg, tur-ug, ur-ug and yör- 
üg. -(U)t behaves in the same way, with adir-t and its synonym and 
binome-mate ödür-t (both under adirt in the UW), âgir-t ,siege*, ur-t 
,eye of a needle' < wr- ,put, place* and also yur? ,encampment' < 
Khaladj ywor- to sit or stay at some place*. ör-/, ber-f and kirf are 
formed in a similar way. The causative suffix -(X)7- / -(W/i- egually 
drops its vowel after /1/, in adart-, agtart-, bâkürt-, bâlgürt-, bisurt- and 
so forth; the examples are guite numerous. The formative -(X)£-, on the 
other hand, retains its vowel after /1/ and /1/, as can be seen, a.0., from 
yoltuk- “to come across” and the very common birtik- “to come 
together”. The much less common -(X/k- fluctuates: Beside the many 


237 CE. section 3.233 below. There are more details on these vowels in Erdal 1979b. 

238 Tekin 2003: 78 makes this phenomenon responsible for the /y/ in the suffix *y4. 
That, however, should be an allomorph of the directive/locative case suffix*r4; cf. 
section 3.124 below. *yu-y-ul- in LI of the text edited on p.300 of Laut & Ölmez 1998 
should better be read as yuv-uw/-, mentioned as a possible reading in the note thereto. 
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examples of far-ik- “to disperse (intr.)? we find in two pre-classical texts 
(BT V 494 and Maitr 165v28) the form f/ark-. The single Uygur 
counterpart of Oarakhanid balik- “to get wounded? (related to ba$ 
“wound? and balig “wounded”) attested in Xw 74 is balk-. We cannot 
say that these vowels were dropped because they belong to an affix; 
they could also have disappeared due to the (more general) process of 
the loss of the medial vowels: Note elir- ,to lead' and its common 
variant e//-. -(X)p does not loose its onset vowel even after /r/, although 
/rp/ is an admitted coda cluster: Dropping the vowel would contradict 
the tendency of having at least one syllable for cach inflexional affix. 
This may originally have been different, taking /o/p ,all! to be a 
petrified -(X)p converb from /0/- ,to get full“; but the syncopation could 
also have developed secondarily, when the word was no longer felt to 
be a converb. As far as inflexional morphology is concerned, stem-final 
/1/ behaves like a consonant with respect to the dropping of vowels in 
morpheme jJuncture; with stem-final /1/ and /n/ this is true also of word 
formation. 

The emphatic clitic Ok, the interrogative particle mU and the 
rhetorical particle gU of the Orkhon inscriptions follow synharmonism. 
In Orkhon Turkic, the postpositions yan “in the direction of” (originally 
a noun Signifying “side”) and /âg “like” turn into y4n and /4g, thus 
assimilating to case status; the former with nouns, the latter in monfag 
and anfag, bintâgi and sizintâg, from the obligue stems of bo “this?” and 
ol ,that*, bân “V and siz “you (pl.)” respectively. This process, which 
results in morphologization, is limited to Orkhon Turkic as far as yan is 
concerned, but is, with /âg, carried on in Uygur. The phrase nâ fâg “like 
what”, also often spelled without space between the two syllables, must 
have undergone the same process: In nâfâg-*lâtti (Suv) the phrase is 
expanded with two suffixes of adverb formation. 


2.52. Borrowed stems 


The morphophonology of borrowed elements has recently been dealt 
with in Erdal 2002. Borrowed stems normally get suffixes in back 
variants also when they have front vowels, in violation of 
synharmonism rules. This fact, first pointed out in Zieme 1969: 37-8 
and elaborated upon by Röhrbom 1988 and 1996, is best observed in 
texts written in Brâhmı script, which has special spellings for all front 
vowels; e.g., asanketlarta (Maue 1996, 19 nr. 11), Sarmirestlari and 
Sarmire*larka (Maue 1996, 3 Nrs. 78 and 84) or fefsetlarinin (AtSü 1 
v4). /i/, the only vowel for which Brâhmı mss. do not have a special 
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character, is generally spelled like /1/.239 Where most Brâhmi mss. write 
iin the pre-suffix syllable, this can be read as (if as well. Mmstances such 
as ni$tanitlari (in Maue 1996 nr. 44b B2), rasitta (TT VI L32), 
jJhatiputritliglar (TT VW G13), kumbanditlar (ÂtSu 1 v6) or 
gandarvi lar (in AtSü 3 12 and vl) and even indri*lar (in AtSu 113) 
are no corroboration of the rule, as their i could in fact be 

,. The pronunciation hidden behind rsi-larda in TT VMI D6 and 
arZitka “to the rşi” in BT VII A 87 was probably arZi with “ij, because 
it is twice spelled with e in the second syllable in BuddhKat.”*“ 
nizvanitlig (TT VMI E47; also often in Maitr etc.) is likely to have been 
pronounced with /1/ for the same reason: We find nizvani (of Sogdian 
origin) 4 times spelled with e in the third syllable in BuddhKat. For 
texts written in Semitic scripts we can know of the harmony class ofa 
suffix only when it contains the letter X.24! Consistent back suffix 
harmony in foreign elements can then be proven cither when a stem 
shows explicit front spelling or when it is otherwise attested in an 
Indian writing system. A very clear such instance is dürnitka (Heilkll 
1,48), whose first vowel is spelled as WY. The reading of asanketlig 
(Maitr 90v9 and 192v3, Suv 163,17, TT X 2 etc.) and asanketdaki 
(DKPAMPb 263, 403) would also be undisputed, as we have this stem 
also in Brâhmı. Similarly with den-*ka ,to the religion“ (TT 1,1 46), 
whose base is attested with front vowels in Tibetan script in BuddhKat 
26, 29 and 30. In other cases with back harmony in the suffix it is not 
sure that the base has front vowels even if the word in the source 
language does. Counter-examples to the rule are rare; such are Sarirtkâ 
“to the relic” (MaitH Y 118) and /ristitlârıkâ (Ml nr. 1 1 v3 and 
elsewhere); in the case of /risti “angel? back-harmony suffixation is 
attested as well (MI 10,4, TTIX 94 and elsewhere). 

In a case like darnitg “the spell (acc.) (Suv 484,17) the second 
vowel may actually have been transferred into the back class by the X 
of the accusative suffix (with which it shares the syllable) and become 
fir. 


239 Only the ms. TT VHI 1 differs here in writing // (as well as /e/) as E whereas the 
letter E in other Brâhmi mss. exclusively represents the vowel /e/ both in Turkic and 
borrowed words. In this it shows exactly the same practice as BuddhKat, which is in 
Tibetan writing. 

240 See the previous footnote. /e/ is not to be expected in this word, as the Skt. source 
has /i/ and not /a/. See Erdal 2002: 20 for its first vowel. 

Xl The difference between the so-called “signal letters” is not reflected in our 
transcription; we write front or back vowels instead, though this cannot be seen in the 
ms. ifit does not use an Indic writing system. 
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The second vowel in v(a)ZirHig (< Skt. vajra; TT V A41, suffix 
spelled with X) was introduced secondarily, and there is no reason to 
think that it did not follow synharmonism. Similarly dakir < Skt. cakra 
“wheel”, bavagir < bhavâgra (discussed in OTWF 16) or dankirmit in 
TTX 513 (though spelled with K and not X). This latter altemated with 
cankramit in 1. 518, whose Sanskrit original did not have any vowel 
before the /r/ either. The third vowel of this word could also, of course, 
have been //, though we have no way of knowing. The fact that the last 
three words are spelled with K and not X is irrelevant for the vowel; as 
pointed out in section 2.34, velar stops in borrowings are not spelled 
with X even when appearing in back-harmony syllables. 

Hence the base of a form like Sakilig*lar (ShöAgon 3,22; < Skt. 
sâkya) could also, influenced by its first vowel, have ended in / in 
spite of the spelling with front K. Similarly dcadiklig (e.g. TT X 4) also 
spelled with K, originally from Skt. jâfaka; the raising of the second 
vowel would indicate Sogdian origin. Zik “letter? is likely to have had 
an // and not an /i/ as second vowel in spite of the spelling with K 
because a common variant is, in Semitic script, spelled with a/ef instead 
of yöd'in the second syllable. 

It also happened, on the other hand, that borrowed stems were fronted 
through the presence of K, possibiy by spelling pronunciation. Such 
cases are küzâl ,nice' < Skt. kusala, sânrâm ,monastery' < Skt. 
samghârâma “monastery” and Gödüm < Gautama. g(â)rxtkâ “at (the 
ascendance of) the planet” (Sanskrit grâha) has been read in a Berlin 
fragment of Suv by Le Cog (the fragment itself is now lost); the onset K 
apparentİy caused the fronting. 

Bases with back synharmonism practically never get front suffixes: 
Note runiform n'g'ws'k2l'r' — nagoğaklar “lay believers” in ms. TM 332 
(KöktüTurf p.1047): The word is spelled with a front k” but the plural 
suffix is lar and not wâr.” When the base ends with a caph (in 
Turkic units used only beside front vowels), suffix velars adjacent to it 
can also be spelled with caph e.g. in moZagtka (M1 33,18; 
ManBuchFrag 1v6). This spelling practice does not imply reading 
moZag*kâ, as Zieme 1969: 57 did: The runiform spelling of nagosaklar 


22 Mz 386 (TM 333) v1-2 was read as 8 Ür t'wfg Jr:r01 in Dispute, interpreted 
as (nigofjsaklar tuf/gfar ârti and translated as “(JaudiJtors were born”. This would mean 
that nigosak here gets the front variant of the plural suffix. The first character does not 
at all look like s', however, but rather like k', and the verb phrase /ugar ârti would 
imply durative aspect or a continuous or iterative event, which seems unlikely; besides, 
babies are not born as auditors. Another possible reading is /ka k(d)l(i)r tuf/sfar (â)rti 
“They were coming to meet (t dative)”. 
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shows that the vowels were not fronted. There are counter-examples to 
this spelling rule as well, e.g sayiktka (BT XT 13,81 in two mss.) and 
abisiktlig with X in the suffix. There is actually guite a lot of 
fluctuation after coda Ks of the stem; the Uygur counterpart of Skt. 
Sloka “verse” is often spelled with front suffixes but we also have the 
accusative S/oktug with X in Ht VT! 1924. 

Counter-examples where foreign back-vowel words not ending in K 
are followed by front-vowel suffixes are exceedingliy rare. If they are 
errors, as Röhrborm 1996: 178 (who mentions one of the examples) 
thinks, they undermine the trustworthiness of Brahmı evidence for the 
rule Röhrbom was trying to establish in that paper. Two other such 
instances are ugurtdâ in Maue 1996: 3 Nrs. 90 and 96, a few lines from 
the instance rajagrtdâ which Röhrbom is there discussing (3 nr. 86).28 
There appears to have been general uncertainty conceming the spelling 
of leamed foreign words, especially those which were probabiy 
transmitted in written form by clergy. The rule that they should 
generally be followed by suffixes of back harmony stands, and 
exceptions are relatively few. 


2 Maue transcribes rajagirdâ while Röhrborn would like to read rajagirdâ, the 
source being Skt. rğjagrha. Since this is a secondary auxiliary vowel, it might as well 
be following the harmony of the vowels preceding it; the exception for the suffix would 
not be all that much of a surprise in view of the double ygurdâ in the same passage. 


CHAPTER THREE 
MORPHOLOGY 


Morphology deals with bound morphemes, their use, their functioning 
and meaning and the way they alternate in order to express grammatical 
categories. The description of most grammatical categories is included 
in this chapter, since these are in Old Turkic generally (though not 
always) expressed by morphological means. Morphology also 
comprises word formation in so far as the products of this part of 
grammar are by no means all to be found in the lexicon; many derived 
lexemes (e.g. such as are formed with adjectivising */Xg or with the 
suffix *k/7A used for endearment or with the suffix -(X)s- expressing 
cooperation or vying) are clearly ad hoc products, not meant to be 
remembered by the speaker / writer or by the hearer / reader. 

Old Turkic bound morphemes are practically always suffixes; the only 
exception is the expressive reduplication of adjectives, where the first 
one or two phonemes are repeated with the addition of a further 
consonant (section 3.112 below and OTWF section 2.23). Old Turkic 
suffixes generally adhere to synharmonism (see section 2.51 above), 
which serves as an important boundary marker for the word. Particles 
like (O)k or mU are, however, taken to be outside the word (i.e. not to 
be suffixes) even though they also adhere to synharmonism. The reason 
for this is that a class of word stems (lexical as e.g. verbs or 
grammatical as e.g. personal pronouns) is defined by the set of suffix 
paradigms that it allows,24 and suffix paradigms are, in turn, defined 
among other things by the classes of stems to which they get appended. 
(O)k or mU, however, can get appended to all classes of words or word 
groups (and never to stems as such); moreover, they are not followed by 
bound morphemes (as e.g. the plural suffix -/4r, which in Uygur is 
used both with nouns and verbs). When postpositions or other elements 
get synharmonic, they are nevertheless considered to have become 
suffixes (as happens with £âg “like” or, in Orkhon Turkic, with the noun 
yan “side'): They acguire characteristics of case endings applying to a 
limited set of lexeme classes. 


244 Exceptions to this are very rare. One example is the expression bir ikintiskâ “one 
another”; the second word of this common phrase clearly consists of ikinti, the ordinal 
of iki “two”, of the dative suffix *k4 and, between the two, of what at least looks like 
the verbal cooperative-reciprocal suffix -(X9-. 
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Old Turkic suffixes generally appear in neat chains and cach of them 
is expressed by a neat chain of phonemes (often alternating within 
archphonemes); this is what is meant when stating that this is an 
agglutinative language. Morpheme jJuncture procedures are described in 
section 2.51 above; see also Erdal 1979a. 

A morphological class of lexemes (generally corresponding to a part 
of speech) opens a chain of morphological slots, which can be filled by 
suffixes or left empty. A slot left empty may have a specific meaning 
(zero); this generally happens with verb stems, in that, e.g., the 
absence of verbal suffixes indicates that the form is to be understood as 
2" person singular imperative. Or it may have no meaning at all, as e.g. 
with the slot of possessive suffixes on nouns: The absence of possessive 
suffixes does not mean that the entity belongs to nobody, or that it 
belongs to the (unmarked) 3'İ person. Here is an example for what | 
mean, from verbal morphology, where possessive suffixes can refer to 
the subject of the verb: bunda esig küdüg bertökgârü sakinmati türk 
bodun ölürâyin urugsiratayin ter ârmis (KT E10). This sentence can be 
translated as follows: “They (i.e. the Chinese) used to say “Let us kill 
and exterminate the Turk nation”, not taking into consideration that 
(we) gave (them) so much service”. The context tells us that the subject 
of esig külüg ber- is the Turks; since these are the Turk ruler?s words, 
“we?” and not “they” is appropriate although not indicated by the 
morphology of bertökgârü or anywhere else in the sentence. Nor is the 
indirect object of ber- “to give” explicit; we know it from the context, 
which the addressee's understanding is made to rely a lot upon by 
Turkic economy. 


3.01 Suffix ordering 


The suffixes closer to the stem are, in general, derivational, while those 
further away are flexional. This is so with verbs, where everything 
preceding the slot for the negative suffix -m4- is derivational (though 
not necessarily lexicalized). With other parts of speech, it can happen 
that suffixes here considered to be derivational follow inflexional 
suffixes, suffix juncture being in general weaker in non-verbal stems.2* 
In the rest of this section we will give examples for cases in which 


25 Affixes dealt with under 3.28 below transpose verbal stems (including the affixes 
preceding them) into a non-verbal class; from the morphological point of view, the 
product then behaves as any nominal, as a morphological island, as it were. This is not 
what is below referred to as a morphologically un-normal phenomenon. 
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certain relatively loose derivational suffixes (all dealt with in section 
3.111 below) follow inflexional ones. 

In ikintisksiz (Maitr 48v7) “peerless?, literally “which has no second”, 
e.g., the privative sufix is added unto the ordinal form ikinti “second”. In 
a case like bes paramittlarısiz “without the five pâramitâs”, 
(BuddhUig II 641-2), *sXz govems the whole nominal phrase 
consisting of two words, the number (and hence the plurality expressed 
by Ar) of the pâramitâs being characteristic for these. It is much more 
common in relatively late texts (as BuddhUig Il is) for -/Xe to be added 
to nominals with the plural suffix; here just one example: amrilmi$ 
turulmis arxant tüsilarlig ayagka tâgimlig bursan kuvrag (Shö VU al) 
“the venerable community consisting of arhats and pupils, who have 
attained peace. //7A4 / *k(I)y4 is also very often added to whole 
phrases and is, in this, close to being a pragmatic particle;2 in bir 
ksantatkya “in a mere fraction of a second? (BuyKâl 32 and 35) it thus 
comes to stand after the locative suffix. The eguative and instrumental 
suffixes often precede derivational suffixes: e.g. ânâtkâk*-öâtsig 
“similar to the Indian ones? (Ht V 4b11) with *s/g, aztraktdas*kya “ust 
a tiny little bit more? with the diminutive suffix.24 We find fârk*tintrâk 
kâl- “to come rather fast” (DreiPrinz 26) with the instrumental followed 
by the elative suffix, and bir üd-üns*kyâ “for a very short moment” (U TI 
75,82) with the instrumental followed by the diminutive suffix. -Xg 
often appcars after the 3'İ person possessive suffix, and even after the 
1“ person: afi kötrülmis kaytimiz*lig m(a)xasamudar ulug taloy ögüz 
(BT MI 122) “our eminent father (i.e. Buddha), the great ocean”. 
Comparing the morphological involvement of -/Xg with that of -k4/74 
we find great differences, linked to the fact that, though both are 
Juncturally guite independent, they differ in every other respect; the two 
are in complementary distribution: *4/7A is attested after case suffixes, 
#Xg not; we do, on the other hand, find -/Xe after number and 
possessive suffixes, where we have no *A//A4. This must be connected 
with the fact that the tasks of -A4/4A are endocentric, those of *(Xe 
exocentric: #A/7A has an extremely strong speaker significance, -/Xg 
an exceedingiy pale one; *4/44 does not, on the other hand, interact 
with syntactic behaviour while -/Xe interacts with syntax very strongly. 


246 As */Xg can be considered to be a syntactic particle in relatively late Uygur 
sources. See details on the use of *4/74 in OTWF section 2.1. 

247 Other such instances are faptintdatkya, tâytintdâtkyâ, uztintdatkya, u- 
mi$tda*kya “Just as much as one is able to”, antdatkya “that little” and mun-*da*kya 
“this little”. 
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3.02 Bracketing 


Inflexional or derivational suffixes are freguently appended to phrases 
or other syntagms. A few examples for this were guoted in the previous 
paragraph: (bir üdtüntkyâ “for a very short moment, (bir 
ksan)*ta*kya “in a mere fraction of a second”, some complex instances 
with */Xg”45 and (bes paramittlar)*siz “without the five pâramitâs”; 
here is an even more involved instance with the privative suffix: In 
andakya münâgülük münsüz ârip ... (ETŞ 15,30) “You are free from 
even the smallest fault to be blamed for” mün (by itself) is gualified by 
the “small clause” münâ-gülük “to be blamed? and by expressive 
andakya “so little”, and the whole serves as base for -sXZ. 


3.03 Group inflexion 


In a way related to the above but still to be considered as a distinct 
phenomenon is the situation where affixes added only to the last 
element in a series are understood to apply also to the previous parallel 
members, as the first plural suffix in the following; kân€ uri kâne kizlar 
körkin körü kurtulgu tinliglar (Xuan 139) are “beings which are to be 
saved by secing the figures of young boys and young girls”. The vision 
to be seen by each being may here consist of a single boy or girl or of 
more than one, but is unlikely to consist of a single little boy but a 
number of little girls; i.e. the suffix -/4r must apply both to iz and to 


248 Here are some additional ones: bir yintâm *exclusively” (see OTWEF 69) must come 
from yin “member”, but the etymology makes semantic sense only if one considers the 
formative *dAm (dealt with in OTWF section 2.31) to have here been added to the 
phrase bir yin “one member. bir yaylig “uniform” similarly comes from adding the 
formative */(Xg to the phrase bir yay “one type”, bir isdâs “having a common cause” 
(especially common in the Ksanti Kilguluk nom, edited in separate parts by Röhrborn 
and Warnke) from adding the formative *d4$ to bir i$ “one karma”. *sig (OTWF 
section 2.32) is also added to bracketed nominal phrases in (öyi yer)*sig ak- “flowing as 
if at different places (of a river)” (HtPek as guoted in UW 78) and (fümân miy tü)*sig 
“asifin thousands of myriads of shapes” (OB 829). In akar suvluk “an area, a place with 
flowing water? (ETŞ 8,4), */Xk is added to a participle * head. The second phrase of 
körümdi ulati târs tâtrü töröci (TT VI 331) “diviners and other followers of wrong 
teachings” is to be analysed as (fârs tâtrü törö)-öi,; *&I would not make sense when 
added to /örö “teaching” by itself. Similarly nomlarniy (Cin kertü t6z)*süz*tin ... bilirlâr 
(Suv 386,7) “They know that the dharmas are without any real root”. The phrase bir 
âgsüksüz is used in contracts (e.g. UjgRuk 19, FenTen Il 5) as a synonym of fükâl 
“complete(Iy)': It has *sXz added to the predicate of the clause bir âgsük “one is 
missing”, giving “not one missing”. 
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ur1.29 In bi259 bidgu kilidin bidisurlar (Maitr 171v2 - MaitrH XX 1121) 
“They cut each other with awls, knives and swords” the shared element 
is the instrumental suffix. With the locative case suffix we can guote o/ 
yâknin üstün tâyri altin yalyukta kim ârsâr küdin tidtaği yok (TT X 104- 
106) “There is nobody cither among the gods above or among the 
human beings below who restrains the power of that demon”. As in the 
previous example, the elements üstün fâyri “gods above” and alfin 
yalyuk “men below? are not bracketed; they do, however, constitute a 
natural antithetical pair and not merely coordinated elements of a 
sentence, This is not the case in the instances in the following passage: 
kisig ... yinik körtâdi, nomug ucuzladalilar üdün, anin burxanlar anta 
fugmaz; köyüllâri tar, kirlâri târiy ücün kut bulmi$ tüzünlâr bo tiltagin 
anta barmaz (Ht V 100-106) “Because they humiliate people and 
disparage teaching, that is why Buddhas are not born there; because 
their minds are narrow and their filth deep, for that reason âryas who 
have found blessing do not go there”: Both pairs have the postposition 
ücün in common but in the first pair the plural suffix is also shared. In 
iki kutlug elfigflör kamag tegitlârin kuncuylfari/n tözünlârinlugun 
(DreiPrinz 119) “the two blessed kings together with all their princes, 
wives and retinuc” the case suffix is shared but the obligue or 
accusative form of the possessive suffix is not; this and the fact that it 
does not, for some reason, adhere to synharmonism make it similar in 
behaviour to a postposition.”! The accusative form of the possessive 
suffix is shared by a binome in bâksiz mâyüsüzin ukup (MaitrH XV 
5r27) “he understands (their) transience and... The plural suffix can be 
shared also by finite verbs, as in alku ayig ögürdi sâvintilâr (SP 39) 
“They all rejoiced greatly?; ögir- sâvin- is a biverb. It would have been 
unthinkable for the verbs to share a verbal suffix such as -d/. 


3.04 Parts of speech 


There is a sharp distinction between verbs on the one hand and the other 
parts of speech on the other: While unbound elements are often found 


249 One ms. among four writes urilar here, but leaves uri in line 140, where a similar 
expression appcars. 

259 Spelled BYY? The editors of this chapter of the Hami ms. write biri, which gives 
no meaning. No facs. of the page where this word appears reached Europe; the text of 
this passage is based solely on the transcription of Prof. Geng, who may have made a 
mistake. biz “awl, another possible interpretation of what Geng may have seen, here 
admitted into the translation, is less likely because bi bilgu is a common binome. 

251 The possibility that tegiflârin and kunduylfari/n are not accusative but instrumental 
forms seems less likely to me. 
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to belong to two, often even three among the other parts of speech 
(noun, adjective, adverb, postposition, conjunction etc.) and borders 
between noun and adjective, adjective and adverb, adverb and 
postposition, pronoun and conjunction etc. are rather fuzzy, verb stems 
very rarely serve as anything else. This is the position, among others, of 
Grönbech 1936: 18-19, who points out that there may be coincidence 
between verbs and nominals in some cases, derivation through 
homophonous suffixes (e.g. -(X)s- and -X$, -(XJn- and -(X)n) in others, 
but that verbs and all other lexeme classes are in principle clearly 
distinct. One might add that convergence may also have had some 
influence, verbal and nominal stems which happen to be similar in 
meaning and shape having drawn even closer as they got associated 
with each other by speakers. Doerfer 1982 gives a long list of entities 
he considers to be “Nomenverba'; one obvious Old Turkic example is 
kari “old? and kari- “to get old”. There are a number of such clear 
instances, though a part of Doerfer's list must certainly be rejected as 
the actual meanings are in fact not all too close. Im any case, the 
phenomenon is of etymological though not of grammatical relevance 
(unlike in English or Chinese). 

Morphology has here been divided into four groups: the nominals 
(also comprising adjectives, pronouns and numerals), verbs (comprising 
verb forms transposed into other classes, i.e. participles, converbs etc.), 
adjuncts (comprising adverbs, postpositions, conjunctions and particles) 
and interjections. 


3.1. Nominals 


Nominals are lexemes which can serve as heads of noun phrases and 
are thus capable of reference. As a morphological feature, all nominals 
can receive case Ssuffixes. The term covers nouns (including proper 
names), adjectives, pronouns and numerals. We speak of “adjectives” as 
a special sub-class because there is an (admittediy fuzzy) semantic 
distinction between the two classes: Adjectives tend to denote gualities 
and are used for referring less freguently than nouns. They also have a 
lot in common with adverbs. Furthermore, the stem of gradable 
adjectives can be reduplicated or they can get expanded by *r4k,2 
none of which is possible with nouns. There also are formatives such as 
*s/g specifically forming adjective-type lexemes, and *-/Xg more often 


252 See section 3.112 for procedures of intensification. 
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forms adjectives than nouns. Colour adjectives, finally, have special 
formatives. 

The following typologically important characteristic is, however, a 
challenge to the distinction between nouns and adjectives: Lexemes 
denoting semantical predicates serve as abstract nouns as well, i.e. they 
not only gualify entities identified by bearing the predicate but also 
refer to the abstract guality denoted by this predicate. In the latter case 
they usually get a possessive suffix referring to the bearer of the guality 
in guestion, as âdgü-si “her goodness?, or keytin târiytin (poss. 3. sg. 
accusative) füpkârgâli (BT 1 A; 12) “to fathom its breadth or its depth”. 
Thus âdgü is attested both as “good” and “goodness?', bi/-gâ both as 
“wise? and “the guality of being wise, one's wisdom” while yer suv 
ârtimligti is “the transience of the material world? from örf-imlig 
“transient”. The agentively derived armak di can signify both “deceitful 
(person)? and *(somebody?s) deceit”; Orkhon Turkic armaköi'-sin ücün 
(KTE 6) is not “for his deceiver” but “because of its (i.e. the Chinese 
nation's) deceitfulness”. yawak is both “bad and “badness, 
wickedness?; in the inscriptional sentence karluk yavlak sakinip tâzâ 
bardi, it may, moreover, also have been used in adverbial function 
(unless it signifies “bad thoughts”). körgâli umazlar anin târiytin (Ht 
VTİ 42) signifies “They are unable to perceive its depth”, fâriy “deep? 
having been used as abstract noun; alternately one could translate “They 
are unable to see how deep it is”. In fükâl bilgâ tâyri burxan yarlikami$ 
köni kertü nomnuy tinliglar bo montag yegin adrokin bilzünlâr (TT X 
558) one can translate yeg*ti adrok*i as “its superlority and excellence? 
or as “that it is superior and excellent”. kiligtimstâ (BT VW A 163) 
from kicig “small? is “in my childhood”, kidigtkyâtmtâ (Ht) “in my 
carliest childhood?. The following DLT proverb shows âgri both as 
“bentness? and as “bent”: yilan kândü âgrisin bilmâz, teve boynin âgri 
ter “The snake does not know its own bentness (i.e. how bent it itself is) 
and calis the camel”s neck “bent?” All this explains how *sXz “without” 
denotes lack when added to lexemes normally used nominally, but 
antonymy when added to adjectives: Examples for abstract -sXz forms 
(not necessarily with any possessive suffix to refer to the bearer of the 
guality) are mentioned in OTWEF 133. Further, it explains why -m/$ or 
-gAn form only participles (i.e. verbal adjectives) in some modem 
Turkic languages and action nouns (i.e. verbal abstracts) as well in 
others; why some languages can have one and the same infinite verb 
form in both of these uses; how the -(X)p converb could come to form 
the head of analytical finite verb phrases (in Azeri). In firigtdâtkitdâ, 
which signifies “as in one's lifetime?, #irig “alive” is not just “life” but 
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rather “somebody's being alive”; hence a syntactic expansion like 
atalari ölmi$ -tâtkixcâ (ws. T UN 228 1029) can signify “as when their 
fathers had died”: ölmis does not refer to those being compared but to 
their fathers. What here becomes an abstract nominal is the whole 
phrase afalari ölmi$. To retum to adjectives as lexemes: It can be stated 
that their three-fold versatility, the ability of describing gualities on the 
one hand, of denoting, on the other hand, these gualities themselves or 
their bearers, is what defines them as a word class (cf. Johanson 2003). 

Another way to create abstracts was by prop words like &öyül or 
bilig: simtag is both “careless, neglectful? and “neglect, carelessness”. 
“care” or “carefulness?, its opposite is simtagsiz köyül (see OTWF 203). 
küvdânc köyül is “pride, arrogance? (while “a proud and arrogant state of 
mind? is kövândân köyül). Similarly 6/kâ bilig “anger? or yarlikandui 
bilig “commiseration? from yarlikanduci “compassionate?.253 

Pronouns are also nominals; elements such as öz form a bridge 
between nouns and (referring or adnominal) pronouns in serving as 
both. Old Turkic numerals can also be assigned to the general category 
of nominals, although they have special morphological categories; their 
syntactic characteristics are shared by guantitative adjectives. 

The Old Turks derived proper names both from verb and from noun 
forms: Lexemes denoting animals, often birds, were commonly used as 
proper names, as were adjectives of positive content. Imperative verb 
forms often serve as proper names.5* Male and female proper names 
often get an element 4-4 added to such imperatives or to simple nouns 
or adjectives, as Togana from fogan “falcon”, Tükâlâ from fükâl 
“perfect” or Kutada from kuf-ad “Be happy, blessed!”. Diminutive / 
caritative forms also serve as proper names. Phrasal names such as 
Tirigâltmisâ (SUK Wpo2,11) < tirig âlt-mi$ *â “brought forth alive” are 
not rare. 

This chapter starts with the formation of nouns and adjectives: 
Nominal stems can be derived from other nominal stems or from verbal 
stems. The former are discussed in section 3.111, the latter in section 
3.112; see OTWF vol. 1 for more details on nominal derivation. We 
subseguentiy tum to the inflexional morphology of these lexical classes. 


253 41Xk is used for forming abstracts in Çarakhanid only, Uygur examples being rare 


and late; in OTWEF 126 this is explained by the fact that Uygur was a contact language 
with Chinese, which Çarakhanid wasn't. Here, nevertheless, is an instance from a letter, 
a text type notorious for introducing progressive forms: âvdâkilârtin ... endlik âsânlik 
ayidu idur biz (UigBrief C5) “We inguire about the weli-being of those at home”; see 
OTWEF 126 for a few additional examples. The matter is discussed in Röhrborn 1995. 

24 Ee. Üdrât “increase (tr)”, Asil “Multiply (intr.)”, Üklit “Make numerous”, 
Kantur “Make glad!? or Tusul “Be beneficial!”. 
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3.111. Denominal derivation of nominals 

Nominals are formed from other nominals for certain specific purposes: 
Derived nominals can express smallness, endearment or pity (OTWF 
section 2.1); nominals (especially adjectives) can be intensified (OTWF 
section 2.2); nominals can be formed which express similarity of some 
sort with the base nominal (OTWF section 2.3); nominals can be 
marked for a class to which they are said to belong (OTWF section 
2.4); derived nominals can express collectivity (OTWEF section 2.5); 
they can also express certain functions related to the base noun (OTWF 
section 2.7) or characterisation by the base noun (OTWEF section 2.9). 
Denominal derivation can express presence or absence of the entity 
denoted by the base (OTWF section 2.8) or, finally, serve syntactic 
purposes (as with the suffix -/Xg). 

There are two productive diminutive suffixes: -(X)6, added for 
endearment to terms for family members, and 44/74 / -kiyA4 used e.g. 
for pitying or affectionate reference to children and other beloved or 
cherished creatures. *(X)€ is, in the great majority of cases, used with 
1“ person possessive suffixes, e.g. ögtüdtüm or ögtüdtümüz ,my / Our 
dear mother* (six times BT XII 12, BTIX 219,25), yâyüât&tim(iz) my 
/ our dear sister in law' (FamArch 126 and HamlouHou 20,2). 
kantictintka ,to your dear father* (MaitrH XI 12r13) is a rare instance 
with the 2"İ person possessive. aftasötim “my dear father? and 
anatötim ,my dear mother* with the colloguial words for “father? and 
“mother? are especially common, the first of these since the runiform 
inscriptions; see the UW for Uygur examples of these two. 

A rare suffix of endearment of the shape *(7/)c4k may be attested in 
kolsidak and botos*dak: iki kolilakin atasin boynfin/ kulup ... (U WI 
64,13) “(the poor child) hugged his father's neck with his two little 
arms and ...; bofocaklarimin karni acmis (BT XI 2,39) “It seems that 
my little camel colts (said in endearment about children) are hungry”. 
See OTWF 46-47 for several words which may be formed with similar 
suffixes. 

While *(YG6 -(YEAk and the suffix *4MA, to which we tum 
straightway, are of pragmatic use in the sense that they express the 
speaker's feelings towards the entity he is referring to, the suffixes *Ak 
and */k do not go beyond the lexicon: They denote entities which are, 
as it were, a smaller version of what is denoted by the base. kapak and 
canak, e.g., are vessels which are smaller than £ap and dan; from yul 
,Spring* we have yu/*ak (Maitr 139r12 and v20), defined by Kâsgari as 
,a Spring with little water“. öz and özök appear to be ,water ways* 
related in a similar manner. With animal names the relationship 
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between base and derivate seems to be more imaginative: kamidak 
,tadpole* < kamic ,ladle* because of its shape, oglak ,kid* < ogul ,son*, 
adgirak ,white-footed antelope* < adgir ,stallion* and the like. /opik 
,ankle bone* < /op ,ball*, Göptik ,impurity* < cöp “little stick”, kasik 
,piece of bark“, bu/-tik ,branch* < buf “leg” appear to be formed with a 
different formative, 4-7. 

*kIüA, the most productive diminutive / caritative suffix,25 becomes 
t*klyA in Uygur or, less commonly, *&/n4 (e.g. azkina “very little” in 
KP 7,6 anda few other examples; see section 2.33). With terms 
referring to the speaker/writer, -k/7a/-k/yA expresses modesty and self- 
depreciation. It sometimes also appcars with adjectives and adverbs 
denoting smallness, shortness of time and the like by themselves (as 
azkina Just mentioned). -kIyA / *-ky4 is added to inflexional forms or to 
whole phrases; e.g. bir ksanttatkya ymâ “even in Just one moment 
(ksan)” (BuyKâl 32) or bizni tâg yüz yasig-kyatlar, which its context 
shows to signify “people like us, who just get to be a hundred years 
(Was) old? (BT TI 936). It is in some ways similar to a particle (note also 
that Kâğgarı does not guote any words formed with it, presumabiy 
because its products are not distinct lexemes); this double nature of 
being a formative preceding all inflexion on the one hand, of being like 
a particle both formally and semanticalIy on the other hand, is retained 
in some modem languages where it lives on, like Uzbek and Bashkir. 

*s/g forms adjectives signifying “similar to (or trying to be like) the 
base nominal?, as in öyitsig and adintsig “distinct”, bartsig “as if 
existing?, wugtsig “vain'. The formative *d4m (as in fâyritdöm 
“divine”) appears to have a similar meaning. 

*AgUt forms status designations, as the very common bayagut 
“merchant, notable” and a/pagut “warrior”. The form also appears in 
binomes with underlying nominals, as bay bayagut, bas basagut “fore- 
most (pupil)? (Maitr 160v2) or uz uzagut “specialist” (ManMon 30). 

Colour names have special derivates, formed with suffixes such as 
*gXI, *s1l and -X$; see OTWEF section 2.6. *(YdUrXk forms names of 
implements spatially connected with human or animal body parts, such 
as boyunduruk “yoke”, beldürük “belt”, sakalduruk “cap strap under the 
chin. *(/dUrXk appears to have had a variant *(/)dArXk now attested 
in kariltarak “upper arm bracelet? in DKPAMPb 1138 (r and v 
confused in the facs.). 


255 It also seems to be the only originally Turkic one: All the suffixes mentioned 
hitherto apparently come from Indo-European (though this is not the place to go into 
details on etymology). 
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-Xk forms derivates with a variety of meanings and functions (as also 
nowadays in many Turkic languages), which get lexicalised to different 
degrees; however, all of them have the general relational content of 
“purpose, assignment” in common, */X£ is also part of the inflexional 
suffx -gUlXk, which forms modal action nouns and projection 
participles and is dealt with in section 3.284. Firstly, »/Xk forms 
adjectives and adverbs pointing to the future, which are derived from 
bases denoting stretches of time: biy yilHik tümân küntlük bitigimin 
bâlgümin ... yassi ta$ka yaratittim (SU E9 and Tariat W2) “I had my 
written words and my mark, intended for thousand years and ten 
thousand days, affixed onto a flat stone”. Similarly apamuluk b(â)lgü 
#famga “a mark and seal for etemity? (HtPar 232,14), #ümân kalplik 
adrilurlar “They get separated for a myriad of kalpas?” (Warnke 484), 
oglumni Cintsu Silaka üc yillik tutgok bertim “1 gave my son as a slave 
to C.S. for three years? (UjgRuk 1 4) and so forth. Secondly, */X£ forms 
adjectives denoting a status, use or function assigned, or to be assigned 
to a human or any other entity: bâg“ik uri oglun kul bolti, esitlik kiz 
oglun kün bolti (KT E34) “Your sons, meant to be lords, became slaves, 
your daughters, meant to be ladies, became concubines?. A Manich&an 
example is anvamig yutuzluk al(i)nin “Take yourself A. as wife!” (M TI 
14,4,); further bâglik âr “a man to be lord and master?” (UTI 21,14), 
teginkâ kulluk barir biz “We are going to the prince to serve him? (KP 
23,3), busSilik ârdinilâr Jewels to serve as alms” (U TI 12,15), fapiglik 
favar “object to serve as a token of respect” (Ht VII 2051). Thirdiy, 
HXk nouns denote places intended for entities as denoted by the base 
noun, or where such entitles are found in abundance, as borluk 
“vinyard?, câcâklik “flower garden”, kalvalik “vegetable garden”, agilik 
temple”. 

*dAs lexemes denote persons (exceptions are guite rare) who are 
companions to the entity denoted by the base noun or have that entity in 
common. Uygur instances are nomtda$ “a person adhering to the same 
faith (4om << Greek vöwoç “law”) as one's own or körktdâs “a 
person”s shape-fellow? or “shadow soul”, which becomes visible in a 
mirror or a drawing (körk “shape? < kör- “to see”). 

The denotees of *€/ nominals are persons who are habitually or 
professionally engaged in an activity in some way involving the 


256 Etymologically speaking, the suffix of the last-mentioned is unnecessary, as xömsö 
already signified “granary?” in Chinese; the DLT also gives kömcdö as “treasure”. In 
copying between languages, categorial transparency is commonly revived through 
additional affixes; e.g. Turkish evlat*lar “children” < Arabic awlâd “children”. 
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denotee of the base. This formation will here be dealt more in detail 
than the other formations, as it became very active in the participle 
domain (see section 3.282 below). The implied activities in which the 
base is involved can be guite diverse. suv*tdi is a “sea pilot” in KP 22.4- 
5 buta *water superintendent” in USp 88,46, ok-âi clearly an “archer” in 
OB 2370 but an “arrow maker? in OB 4458, savci is a glorious title in 
PriğreMan A 9 but has a clearly negative meaning in TTIV B21; 


- ve 
ve 


v 


tempered? and buyandi “meritorious? label people by their gualities 
rather than their profession.257 There is a wide variety of implied verbs: 
tamgadi (earliest in KTN 13) is the person who bears the royal seal and 
uses it. A fitigli is a man who makes mud (fifig) walls and an asdi 
bases (gold, clay and iron) as material to make objects; thus also igacddi, 
as we understand from the context. In other contexts, igacli could be a 
tree cufter; a targakdâi makes or selis combs. A tuzâi collects and/or selis 
the object (salt) while a bözdi makes or selis it (cotton cloth). A kalandi 
is somebody who does agricultural work for the state instead of paying 
the kalan tax. The âvdi “housewife” and the borluköi “wine grower, 
wine cultivator” (not the owner of a vinyard) work in the place denoted 
by the base. A yultuzi looks at his object (stars) to predict the future 
while the yuntdi, koli, udöi and yayali have terrestrial objects (horses, 
sheep, bovines and elephants) to watch and fend. 

*&I nouns practically always denote humans”* who are initiators of 
events or activities: kâmici and kaylali are people who sail and drive 
ships and carts respectively, not passengers on these vehicles. The #ydi 
(U118,37andTTIVA2I)isnota listener (as one might think in view 
of the derivate /iyla- “to listen”), but the person who communicates 
things to be listened to; £apagöi is a “doorkeeper?, not somebody who is 
locked in or out by a door. *& often forms derivates from names of 


ve 


activities; thus avci “hunter? < av “hunt”, oyundi “player? < oyun “game”, 


257 So do the very common yarlikanduci “compassionate” and its rare near-synonyms 
irin&kândüdi and sakinduci (see OTWF 114-5), which can be considered to be deverbal 
as no corresponding -(X)ncU forms are attested. Thus also armaköi “deceitful person” 
(already KT E6), which comes from ar-mak “deceit” and not from the verb. 

258 1 have met only one instance where the referent is an animal: kan*tci kurt “a leech” 
ina Brâhmi text, from kan “blood”. 
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sigitdi “wailer < sigif “lamenation” or yelvidi “sorcerer? < yelvi 
*sorcery?. This makes derivates from denominal verbs, e.g. *oynaguli 
or *sigtaguci, superfluous. Agentivity was a central characteristic of 
this formative already prehistorically: This is what made it part of the 
highly productive agentive formatives -(X)gc/ and -gUĞ! dealt with in 
the section 3.113, and presumabiy also of the subject participle -d4c/ 
(section 3.282), which serves as future form in Orkhon Turkic (section 
3.234). 

Not all combinations of deverbal formatives with *€/ fused into 
deverbal formations. Two such formative seguences are mentioned 
above; another two are -(X)m*cd1 (e.g. exceptionally not all too agentive 
ölümdi “creature doomed to death”) and -(XW/5*td/ (e.g. tütüsüi 
“guarreler?, öcâsi “contender” or /uru$di “opponent). közütdü “guard- 
ian, one of the products of the -(U)i-dl seguence, governs objects, just 
as -(XWgdi and -gUdl do; e.g. in the common expression yerfindü 
küzâtdi, a loan translation from Skt. /okapâlâ “guardian of the world”. 


*sXz denotes lack when added to nouns. When it is added to adjectives 
it signals their non-applicability, e.g. bâksiz “infirm, mâyüsüz 
“transient, not etermal”, dinsiz “untrue?, adinsigsiz “immutable?. bâglâri 
boduni tüz*süz üdün “since the lords and the people were in discord”, 
bir âgsüksüz tükâl “without (even) one missing (i.e.) complete”; â/'öz 
ürlüksüzin ukitu “explaining the body's transience? (< ürHük 
“everlasting”) or “teaching that the body is transient”. In the Tufiokok 
inscription, (but not e.g. in the KT and BO inscriptions) *sXz could 
have had the shape *s/z, as it is written with s? in Tufi 48, and in the 
instrumental form in Tufi 35 as s”zn”. This accords with the first vowel 
of the suffix *s/r4- “to be or become without (the base noun)”, which is 
derived from the privative suffix using the formative *4-. 


HXg was, in the Orkhon inscriptions, a formative signifying 
“possessing the denotee of the base”, as in küdlüg “powerful, küylüg 
“having female slave(s)”, xaganlig “having a xagan'. In Uygur it hasa 
wide variety of uses, indicating, e.g., origin (Solmilig Alp Totok 
Ögrüncdü), material (kümüslüg  tirgüklâr “silver-plated pillars”), 
apposition (£âyri kizlarilig terin kuvrag “the assembly of god-maidens?) 
or metaphor (nizvanilig kir “the dirt of passions”), and governs some 
very involved constructions partly described in section 4.122 below 
(see OTWF section 2.91 for a full treatment). */Xg is sometimes 
preceded by /4r or by possessive suffixes; examples are given in 
section 3.01. Interestingly, it is preceded by the 3'İ person possessive 
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suffix in the shape which we find before postpositions; e.g. in burxan 
kut-inslig kölök (Pfahl 1 8), where a “vehicle” (Skt. yana) is presented 
as a metaphor for Buddhahood. *-(5)/n- might then be the shape which 
the possessive suffix has also when it precedes derivational elements 
and not only postpositions (the only one attested in this position being 
-Xg). In another appositional instance of */Xg, a personal pronoun also 
appears in the shape it has before postpositions, which is (as with the 
possessive suffix) identical with the accusative: biznilig erin& tinliglar 
(UigOn MI Br3) “us poor creatures”. Another possibility is that -/Xg 
was really felt to be a postposition, since it has such loose Juncture in 
Uygur (cf. OTWF p.151). Im other cases, however, we have the 
possessive suffix appcaring without /n/ before -/Xg; for this there might 
again be two reasons: Along with other changes in Uygur, this /n/ was 
dropped also before postpositions (section 3.124), and the instances 
without /n/ might be part of that historical development. As a different 
possibility, -/Xg may have come to be felt to be a concatenating 
particle, and particles never demand this obligue form of what precedes 
them. 


3.112. Intensification of adjectives and adverbs 
Intensification applies to adjectives and adverbs but not to nouns, 
except the use of the clitic particle (O)k (can modify any textual entity; 
cf. section 3.341). srAk forms elatives and comparatives. It might be a 
particle rather than a formative as it practically never forms lexemes, as 
its products do not differ from their bases in lexical content, as it hardiy 
ever is followed by formatives but sometimes appears even after 
inflexional morphology. *-rAk is added to adjectives (e.g. yarprak sav 
“guite difficult phrases?) and adverbs (e.g. asnurak “before, carlier”) but 
not to colour terms, which are graded by reduplication. *rAk forms 
govern the case form in *d4: e.g. ay tâyri tilgâninlâ sâvigligrâk 
lovelier than the moon disc” (comparative); bardada ilgârürâk 
bardada üzârâk (BT V 170-171) “more central (idgârü “inside”) than 
everything else and highest (üzâ “above”) of all” (elative). In yâk 
ickâklârdâ üstünrâk yavlak “worse than demons and vampires” 
(DKPAMPb 152) comparison is expressed by the adjective üstün itself 
expanded by *rAk. Together with faki “more” we have anfada taki 
yegrâk “even better than that” or, adverbially, öe4in-tâ kaysin-ta taki 
yegrâk ara kirür “he intercedes (ara kir-) for them even better than their 
mother and father”. 

Elative content is also expressed by repeating the same adjective as in 
yaroktta yarok “brightest?, aglakta aglak (MaitrH XI 6r10-11) “most 
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unfreguented”, avingutfa avingu “most amusing259 or arftoktta artok 
süzök (Maitr 26A r6) “exceedingly pure”. Compared adjectives need not 
this” (Maitr 26Ar3). 

Reduplication is another means of intensification limited to adjectives 
and adverbs. Here the stem is preceded by a syllable consisting of the 
first consonant (if it starts with one), followed by the first vowel and p: 
e.g. kapıtkara “guite black” (and other colour names), #üp-tüz “guite 
level? (and other shape adjectives), ap*tarig “guite clean”, âp-*âsân 
“guite healthy? or /up*fufli “guite uninterruptediIy? 269 This is the only 
productive morphological process which is not suffixal; the reason must 
have been iconic (in modem languages the additional syllable bears the 
word stress). More on Old Turkic reduplication can be found in OTWF 
$2.23,on *r4kinŞ$2.22. 

Superlatives are formed by preposing the particle öy to adjectives; 
Uygur examples can be found in the UW; ây is attested also in runiform 
and Oarakhanid sources. wug-i “the big one among them? and kilig*i 
“the small one among them” are guite often found in adnominal use 
with superlative meaning both with and without ân: ân ulugi tegin (Suv 
608,15-17) is “the eldest prince?, Sanki atlag ulugi ogliniy basi (MaitrH 
XV 13v4) “the head of his eldest son called Sahkha”; wugi tâyri and 
kicigi tâyri (HamTouHou la rl and 8) signify “the greatest” and “the 
smallest god” respectively. w/wgi does not have to be adjacent to its 
head: wugi mahabale tegin (Suv 609,23) “the oldest prince, Mahâbala”. 
In ol yâklârdâ ulugi (ManUigFrag 15) “the leader of those demons” the 
group out of which the entity referred to is the biggest appears in the 
locative case form; similarly kamagta ân ken(ki) “the very last” etc. 
(UW). 


3.113. Deverbal derivation of nominals 

This topic will be dealt with rather summarily here; see OTWF part Il 
for details. We distinguish four groups of deverbal nominals by their 
functions. Firstly, nominals derived from verbs with most formatives 
denote cither the subject when the verb is intransitive and the object 
when the verb is transitive, or the action; they are called *ergative?” in 
OTWEF because this distribution reminds one of the uses of the 
nominative in languages which show ergative sentence structure: It 
marks the subject of intransitive verbs but the object of transitive ones. 


299 From avin- “to divert oneself ; see section 3.284 for the -gU formation. 
260 DLT fol. 165 says that the Oguz could use /m/ or (in one case) /5/ instead of /p/. 
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Secondly, nominals formed with -cUk, -gUĞ& and -gOk (for which see 
OTWEF section 3.2) denote instruments. A third group, consisting of 
positive -(XW/ndlg (probabiy < -(Wndc*s/lg) and negative -sUlXksXZ, 
denotes adjectives gualifying potential direct and indirect objects. 
Examples for -(X/ndlg are akla-ncig “hateful?, amra-ndig “lovely?, kork- 
this formation, the speaker states that an entity gualified by it is likely 
to induce in anybody the state of mind described by the verb from 
which the form is derived. -gsUlXksXz adjectives (e.g. adkanguluksuz 
“what one should not adhere to”, #ifgülüksüz “what one is not expected 
to renounce”, adirguluksuz “something which should not be separated”) 
describe entities as connected with an action which should not be 
carried out. When used predicatively, adjectives formed in this way 
state about entities that they are such that actions described by the base 
verb should not be carried out in connection with them. -gU/XksXz 
differs from -mAgUlXk (described in section 3.284) in not reflecting the 
wish of the speaker/writer but rather his opinion concerming 
prohibitions. A fourth group of deverbal nominals, dealt with below a 
bit more extensively, is agentive.”6! 

The deverbal derivate group showing ergative behaviour is clearly the 
largest, both by number of formations (18 opague ones) and by the 
number of derivates. The formatives (in descending order of 
importance) are -(X)e, -(O)k, -XS,22 -(X)n&, -(X)ncU, -(X)m, -Xn, -(U)E, 
-mA, -gi, -(X)z, -gXn etc.. The common and composite -(X)g/Xg and, in 
the negative domain, -(XW)n&sXz form adjectives gualifying nominals 
which show the same “ergative” behaviour. The formations mentioned 
differ in the degree to which they are lexicalised to denote the action or 
the event itself; with -(X/g, e.g., event nominals form the greatest 
group, while they are very much of a minority with -(O)k, another 
common formation. -(XW)n€ and -(X)ncU were distinct formatives and 
not phonetic or morphophonemic alternants of cach other (as has often 
been assumed), although contaminations and some confusion between 
them took place already in carly times. While -()nc forms are usuallIy 
associated with verb stems ending in /n/ and may have their source in 
the formative -X$ being added to these (with (n$J > (nğJ as subseguent 
development), such a connection can hardiy be detected with -(X)ncuU. 
The formation in -(X)m is in the DLT and in a few late Uygur texts used 


261 The formation in -gAk does not guite fit into any of these; cf. OTWE $3.327. 
262 This and -Xn are dominant formations; see section 2.51 above. 
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for denoting measurement units of substances; see the end of section 
3.14. 

-(X)g, which is the most common formative for deverbal nouns (see 
OTWF Ş$ 3.101), was involved in suffix derivations and suffix 
compounding which sometimes led into inflexion: The DLT (fol. 582) 
deals with -()g/Xk as a “participle of necessity?. The converb suffix 
-gincA (see section 3.286) probably comes from -(X)e-(51(n)4€A, ie. 
with the possessive suffix in the eguative case. The ergative suffix 
-(X)giXg and agentive -(X)göl (see below) as well as the desiderative 
suffix -(X)gs4- (section 3.212) also contain this element. All this means 
that -(X)g must have been just as common, or even commoner and more 
productive, in prehistorical times. 

Nominals derived with -(X)gö/, -gUcI, -(X)mlXg, -gA, -gAn, a few 
minor formatives and -m24ksXz always refer to or gualify the subject of 
the verb they are derived from.?© This is clearly a secondary group: 
-(X)gdl, -gUcI, -(X)mlXg and -mAksXz are composite; -g4 and -gAn 
appecar to have been taken over from inflexional morphology (and 
probabiy not the other way around): -g4 may have been related to 
-gAy”“* while -gAn is the Common Turkic participle suffix. Deverbal 
nominals may originally all have been of the ergative type. In the 
negative domain there is a three-way division of tasks between 
composite forms: -m4AksXz denotes only subjects, -gU/X£sXz all other 
participants but never the subject and -(X)ncsXz the subject if the verb 
is intransitive but the object if it is transitive. 

The -(X)gdl form sometimes has verbal government; here are two 
instances with the dative: öc ârdnikâ tapigöi tinliglar az; yâkkâ idgâkkâ 


worshipping the three jewels are few; creatures worshipping demons, 
vampires and magicians are numerous, my lord”; burxanlarig nom 
tilgânin âvirtgükâ, alti p(a)ramitlarig tosgurtguka ötügli bolsar, ..., 
nom tözin aca yada ukifguka ötügdi bolsar (Suv 181,16-22) “if he 
becomes one who prays for the buddhas to turn the wheel of darma 
and to fulfill the six pâramitâs, ... who prays for (staying on carth for 
innumerable ages and) explaining and dissipating the esssence of the 
law...”. 


263 In the Suv the form -gUdl is used also for gualifying objects; see section 3.282. 

264 The relationship between -g4 and -gAy is discussed in section 3.234 below. The 
deverbal suffix -g4ysOk / -g4sOk (OTWEF section 2.93) must also have been formed 
from such nominal -gAy / -g4 through the denominal suffix *sOk (dealt with in that 
same section of OTWP). 
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Derivates formed with other compound deverbal suffixes containing 
*€I can also govern objects: -(U)t*d1, e.g., in ay ölütli in TT VI 92, 
where the moon is governed by ölür-, the base of ölütdi.265 Another 
deverbal form capable of verbal government is -(A/)m-cdl, in isig öz 
alimdilar (several times in Suv) and perhaps another phrase guoted in 
OTWEF 117.26 Tt is certainly no coincidence that all the deverbal nouns 
guoted as goveming objects are composed of -€/ as final element, *-€/ 
being an agentive formative even though it is denominal.97 Note, 
however, that it was not impossible, in principle, for other formatives to 
show such govermment: Kâğgarı creates the sentence o/ âvin bâzâ-i- 
igsâ-k which he translates verbally as “He longs for his house to get 
painted? the form in guestion is an -(O)£ derivate of a desiderative in 
-(X)gsA- from a causative verb. 

The functions of -(XWeg/Xg, the most active among the ergative 
suffixes, are documented and discussed in OTWF section 3.119. &özi 
yüm-üglüg olorur ârti “He used to sit with closed eyes” (Ht VI 2b9) is 
similar to özi afanmi$, ögründülüg, ati yet-iglig kâlir (IrgB LV) “He 
comes a famous and Joyful man, his horse being led (for him)” in that 
both forms are predicative and accompanied by their objects (köz “eye” 
and af “horse” respectively). More often, such expressions are 
adnominal, as yügrük atlarin kos-uglug kayli (Suv 625,5) “a chariot 
harnessed to swift horses”. 

Among the -(X)ml/Xg nominals, #ögimlig “worthy of ...” also governs 
the dative (examples in OTWF 374); it does so more like a postposition 
than like a verb, however, as it is no longer transparent. The fact that it 
can govem gerunds in -g4// (e.g. in Abilst 58 or MaitrH X 4v9) does 
not really make much of a difference here. Other -(X)m/Xg adjectives 
like ârtimlig “transient?, kanimlig “satisfied, content?” and sârimlig 
küdümlüg “patient” have no verbal government. -g4 lexemes are also 


265 OTWEF 116 guotes passages in which küzâföi “guarding, guardian” governs direct 
objects such as yertindü “the world” or ordo kapag “palace and gate”. In darni arvi$ 
tutdadilarig kögdi küzâtdilâr ücün (Warnke 166) “because they guard and defend people 
who uphold spells” an -(X)g--d/ derivate of kö- and an -(U):*& derivate of küzâd- have 
the government of an accusative form in common. 

266 Such phrases can, of course, also be understood as complex nominal phrases if the 
first element is in the stem form and not in the accusative; in section 4.121 below we 
discuss also nominal phrases whose head has no possessive suffix although the internal 
relationship is neither appositional nor adjectival, as in balik kapag “city gate” or bes 
aZun tinliglar “the beings of the five existences?. Instances as these may, however, be 
set phrases, the heads of the type discussed in the present section do seem to be 
transparently deverbal and in a few cases the object is in the accusative case. 

267 Denominal *& forms do not, of course, govem objects. 
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often transparent (e.g. bilgâ “wise person?) but none show any signs of 
participle-like behaviour cither. 

Another adjective formed from a deverbal nominal (the “dominant” 
-Xs5) with the help of *(WXg is küsüslüg “desirous (0f)? from küsâ- “to 
wish? over küsüs “wish”. OTWF 273 guotes examples of küsüslüg 
governing the objects nom “dharma', munta kutrulmak “to save oneself 
from this”, burxan kuti “buddhahood? and /b/o kutlug küntüg “this 
blessed day (accusative). In bir kün idintâ miy tümân kata körgâli 
küsüslüg kuli alp kara (HamTouHou 5,64) “his slave Alp Kara, who 
wishes to see him ten million times a day” küsüslüg governs a converb 
form in -g4// and in fact functions as an attributive participle of küsâ-. 
Since this lexeme shows some verbal characteristics, one would want to 
derive it directly from küsâ- through a composite deverbal formative; 
other instances of -X$ with -/Xe do not, however, show any degree of 
fusion. Above we guoted an -(X)ml/Xg form goveming a converb in 
-gAlI. Derivates in -(X)n€ can also govem such converbs, as sakin& < 
sakin- “to think? in kim kayu âr kuncuylarka yarangali sakinin yirlap 
taxsurup bitig bititsâr, ... (U WI 75,10) “Whichever man sings and 
writes verses and has letters written with the intention of currying 
favour with women, ..'. kunduylarka yarangali sakin& is the 
nominalisation of the phrase kunduylarka yarangali sakin- “to plan to 
curry favour?”. With kerfgünc < kertgün- “to believe” we have üc 
ârdnikâ kertgünc köyüllüg upasi (MaitrH Y 4) “the lay brother with 
faith in the three jewels”. All this shows the fuzziness of the border 
between lexeme formation and grammar. 

-gAn is a participle and action noun suffix in most of the modem 
Turkic languages and is likely to have been a part of the inflexional 
system already in Proto-Turkic. In Old Turkic this use is either archaic, 
however, or else we find it in late texts, where it may have been 
reintroduced from other dialects; such use is mentioned in section 3.282 
below. Petrified -gAn forms are #ikân, yargan or bazgan, all discussed 
in OTWEF section 3.324. Some instances of -g4n do belong into word 
formation, however, as they are clearly neither participles nor petrified 
lexemes. Such instances (dealt with in detail in OTWF section 3.324) 
are esnâgân bars (lrgB X) “a yawning tiger (not one yawning during 
the event recounted in the passage), udigan (MaitrH Il 3r6) “(a snake) 
prone to sleep”, #uigan and kapgan (HamTouHou 17,4-9 and 1'-6') “(a) 
rapacious (falcon)?, savi yarligi yorigan (Schwitz 17) “(somebody) 
whose words and commands generally prevail?, kisini #wagan“ (TT 


268 See OTWE 425 for the first vowel of this verb, mentioned in the EDPT as “/0fa-”. 
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VI 25,6) “(habitually) disparaging (people)? and the forms ugan, 
törülgân, igidgân, kâdürgân and yaratgan which are all epithets for 
God Eternal in the OB. Such -g4n forms clearly denote the habitual 
subject, a living being characterised by the activity denoted by the base. 
The explanation for the agentivity of this suffix and for the fact that it 
govems objects is probabiy its likely morphological origin; one could 
even make a case for the view that some late Old Turkic sources use it 
as a participle.?©9 

Deverbal nouns are distinguished from the whole verbal system by 
being negated with -sXz or analytically, whereas the former have -m4- 
preceding the mood, tense-aspect, participle or converb suffixes. 


3.12. Nominal inflexional morphology 


This is of three types. There is, first, the inflexion of nouns and 
adjectives, the latter also getting used adverbially. Pronominal and 
numeral morphology, which differ from this first type, are discussed in 
sections 3.13 and 3.14 below. The inflexional morphology of nouns and 
adjectives consists of the markers of four categories, number, 
possession, antonym marker and case.29 Further, of a converter *4/ 
(applied to local and temporal terms of miscellaneous shape; section 
3.126) and, for Uygur, of -/Xg (section 3.111 and 4.122) which, like the 
genitive suffix, has some converter gualities. As a further (non- 
inflexional) nominal category we should mention (in)definiteness, since 
an Old Turkic nominal can be accompanied by the indefinite article bir 
(distinet from the numeral “one” by meaning and distribution), 
mentioned in section 4.1. 

Rather then modifying nominals, the categorial markers discussed 
here in fact modify noun phrases: In &özi karatm “my black eyed one? 
(M TI 9,19), for instance, the possessive suffix is even added to two 
words in predicative relationship, not having become one lexicalised 


269 yüügürgüntâ bultumuz in HamTouHou 20,11 should be translated as the editor does: 
yügürgân “courier? is documented in the DLT. This is a lexeme and not a -gAn form 
created ad hoc, which it was taken to be in OTWF 384. 

270 -(X)m appears to have become a feminine marker in some words; see the end of 
section 3.122. The gender of terms formed with the Sogdian feminine suffix *tanc, e.g. 
arxantan& (examples in the UW entry) “female arhat (saint in Indian tradition), 
n(iJgosak n(i)gosakandlarka (M TI nr.27 r6) “to male and female auditors”, kostiranc 
“female presbyter?, Sarmiranc “female novice? or Samnan& “nun” was clearly transparent 
to Uygur readers. The existence of a category of human gender could have been 
considered even though the suffix is attested only with borrowings, if there had been 
more examples or if they had shown greater semantic diversity. 
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whole. There is, further, the group inflexion phenomenon, which 
concems only nominal, not verbal affixes (but does concem the suffix 
HAr also when applied to finite verb forms, as shown in section 3.23 
below). In #suy irindülârimin (TT IW B 50) “my sins (acc.), e.g., the 
plural, possessive and case suffixes are added to the two synonyms (the 
first copied from Chinese) together. In bulganmi$ tâlgönmisin ukup 
“noting that they are in confusion and disorder? (4oF 20(1993): 374 
rl), e.g., the nominal ending expressing both 3" person reference and 
accusative case is shared by the two -m/$ forms; it agrees, of course, 
with the last one in synharmonism. The first word could also have had 
translator adds cohesion between the two verbal nominals. 

The morphemes expressing the four nominal categories (plus 
indefiniteness as non-morphological category, mentioned on the 
previous page) are added to their base in the order they are cited 
above.7! Number may originally have been a bit akin to derivation, in 
that different word classes had different plural forms. The suffixes of 
case, on the other hand, appear as last element in the morphological 
chain (unless followed by 44/7 to incorporate the whole morphological 
structure into a new nominal base). This fact is connected with their 
similarity, in some ways, to postpositions (with which they also share 
syntactic tasks). In Uygur the plural suffix can, however, appcar after 
the possessive suffix to denote a plurality of possessors, e.g. in yefinö 
ugusuyuzlarni birlâ (U MI 55,11) “together with your seventh 
generation? (i.e. including the seventh generation after you). The 
sentence is addressed to a number of persons; this is not made clear 
enough by the plural possessive suffix, which is used for polite address 
to singular addressees. For the same reason, -/4r is added also to the 
plural imperative. Adding Ar to ugus would not, in Uygur, have 
expressed that the plurality is meant to apply to the possessors and not 
to the possessed. 


211 “yersitlârtdâ? with the possessive suffix preceding the plural suffix instead of 


following it has been read in Üzütüm(ü)n siz kurtganiy tünârig yerilârdâ ozguruy' (M 
TI nr.9 ILI v5-7), translated as “meine Seele aus den finstern Lândern der greisen 
Todesdâmonin errette Du!; this is also guoted in Zieme 1969: 114. The third word 
should, however, probably be read as kurfgarin; in the writing style which Le Cog here 
gualifies as “nachlâssige uigurische Pinselschrift”, N and R are often similar. P. Zieme 
(personal communication) now reads the word discussed here as yagilarda and not 
Yyerilârdâ'. This gives two sentences with parallel verbs: “Redeem you my soul and 
save (me) from murky enemies”. 
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3.121. Number 

This is a binary category, with “plural” as marked member: Plural 
entities are commonly marked with */4r but the absence of this element 
does not signify that the reference is to a singular entity. 

In the runiform inscriptions, nominal plurality was expressed only 
with humans, and that only occasionally; the following sentence, e.g., 
clearly refers to all the sons and daughters of the nation: bâglik uri 
oglun kul bolti, esilik kiz oglun kün bolti (KT E 34) “Your sons, meant 
to be lords, became slaves, your daughters, meant to be ladies, became 
concubines?. As pointed out in Tekin 2003: 101, the inscriptions apply 
Har to the social class of bâg“*lâr “the lords” and to names for family 
members. According to Johanson 2001: 1728a “ist im Ost- 
Alttürkischen -/4r noch cin Kollektivsuffix”; this can hardiy be the case 
when Köl Tegin (N9) refers to his own sisters and wives as âkâHlârstim 
and kunduystlartim respectively. In the Yenisey inscriptions we also 
find kâlinslârtim “my daughters-in-law?, küdâgütlürtim “my sons-in- 
law? or kada$tlartiniz “your relatives”. 

In the Orkhon and Imperial Uygur inscriptions, the Common Turkic 
HAr competes with the suffixes *(U)r, *(A)n and *s. *(U)f (which may 
have been borrowed together with the bases it is used with) appears e.g. 
in farkat, sâyüt and tegit, the plurals of the titles arkan, sâyün and 
tegin. See OTWF 78-79 for documentation and subseguent retention.?272 
In (post-inscriptional) Uygur, the “normal? plural suffix */4r was added 
unto these forms, giving the common /egitlâr “princes? or (in MaitrH 
XVI 11125) bâgitlâr “the lords?. ofuz tegit oglani ... birlâ (MaitrH, colo- 
phon,24) “together with his 30 prince(Iy) sons” still has the simple form. 
*s appears only in a term borrowed from Sanskrit, i$vara*s (SU S 2), 
“potentates?. *s looks Indo-European while both Mongolic and Sogdian 
have plural suffixes with 97.23 -(4)n, the third rare plural suffix, is 
discussed in OTWEF 91-92. It appcars in ârsân “mem, /fortan “system 
of nets?”, öztân “the innermost”, *bodun “nation” and og(u)/tan “sons”, 
e.g.inlrgBLXV: amfi, amrak og(u)lanim, anda biliylâr “now, my dear 
sons, know you thus”; the plural verb form shows that more than one 


272 The suffix was mentioned as *(X)f in the OTWE but none of the instances attested 
with common nouns gives uneguivocal proof for the identity of the vowel. The Tayut 
people (this name first mentioned twice in the Orkhon inscriptions) were in Tang China 
called Dang Xiang. I would propose that - Ur was added to this first syllable. If this was 
done by Turks, the vowel would be fixed as /U/. If the language was Mongolic (the 
plural suffix *Ud being fully productive there), Mongolic /U/ would correspond to 
Turkic /X/. 

273 The suffix is most likely to have been of Mongolic origin as only that language 
group had *n vs. */ as a regular representative of singular vs. plural in nominals. 
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person was being addressed. Note also ogulanim inilârim “my sons and 
younger brothers (M III 9,5) with parallelism between the two suffixes. 

The appearance of -/4Ar was in general not a matter of economy but of 
individuality, the height on the agentivity scale of the entity involved 
and, no less important, relevance: Take the passage az inaru barmli$), 
bir ögülrl muygak körl/mis), ymâ muygak sigunug uvuftsuz biflig ücün 
edârür ârmis. bo bâlgü körüp ymâ ... (M 135,7) “He went a bit further 
and saw a herd?7” of female maral deer. A female maral deer was 
pursuing a male maral deer for sex. He saw this signand.... The 
reference could also be to a number of females pursuing the males; we 
don't know, as the author does not appear to have attached any 
importance to specifying the number. In the simile ka/fi balak (< balik) 
suv iğrâ yüzârğâ (M 1 17,14) balik “fish” could be cither singular or 
plural; the translation could cither be “as a fish swims in water” or “as 
fish swim in water: The difference just does not matter in this 
particular context. Uygur and Oarakhanid sources have the common 
Turkic marker “Ar appcaring with any entities and not just with 
humans, e.g. üdlâr “periods of time”, fâyri mânilâri “divine pleasures”, 
yultuzlar “stars”. Even there, however, the presence of */4r is indicative 
of a plurality of individual entities rather than a mass (unless an Uygur 
translator is translating a foreign source literally). 

Forms without -/4r could sometimes be understood as plural when no 
number words were around even in the wider context: 493 bodisavtlar 
kuvragi “the assembly of the 495 bodhisattvas” but adin fâyri kuvragi 
(in the context) “the assembly of the other gods”. 

The honorific use of plural forms is normally limited to the 
pronominal and the verbal domain. Rarely, a nominal plural form can 
also serve this purpose: The guestion fözünlür, bo körünc körüp 
könülün yaziltfil mu which Upatişya is asked by Kolita (ms. Mz 708 r 
29-30 guoted by Zieme in V4/b 16: 295) signifies “Oh noble one! Did 
your heart stray secing this pageant”. Similary in KP 45,3, where 
bodis(a)vtlar is used in clear honorific reference to a single person 
(alternating with bodis(a)vt two lines further on); here the person is not 
addressed but spoken about. 

In ApokrSü 262, 265, 268, 271, 272, 283 and 286 we have 
kundcuytlar “ladies? referring to a single woman, as completely clear 
from the context. The note to the passage mentions Mongolic exetner 
denoting a (single) woman, refers to a paper by Doerfer on the category 
of number in Manchu and writes that it is “wahrscheinlich als ein 


274 The editor writes bir öküf/S) (i.e. üküs) but ögür seems more likely to me. If there is 
enough space in the lacuna, the text may have had bir ögü/r sigun/ muygak. 
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Pluralis modestiae zu betrachten”; the process concerning this Arabistic 
term may rather have involved tabuisation, which made it improper to 
refer to a person's wife directiy. Deference is, at any rate, certain not to 
be involved in the ApokrSü passage.275 

Collectives are also related to plurality. Nouns and numerals formed 
collectives with the suffix -(4)gU (discussed in OTWEF section 2.52); a 
common example is adintagu “other(s)”, attested e.g.inMlllnr.8 V v 
SandvVir il. In Orkhon Turkic, this form has an additional /n/ (no 
doubt akin to the “pronominal? n; cf. next section) when further suffixes 
are added: We have kâliyünüm (*kâlin-(â)günsüm) “my daughters-in- 
law in KT N 9, faytaguntuyuz “your colts” (KT SEY76 and 
iniysâgün*üm?! “my younger brothers” (KT SlandnNI11, BO NI). 


3.122. Possessilon 
Here are the “possessive? suffixes, which come second in the morpheme 
chain: 


singular plural 
1“ person 4*(X)m *(X)mXz 
2 person HX)n <400g 400pX2- 4(X)gXz2, HX)yXzlAr 
3" person Hs)i(n*) *s)i(0-), HArl(n*) 


The common /(â)yritm is an example for the 1“ person singular 
possessive suffix losing its onset vowel with a stem ending in a vowel. 
These suffixes share the plural element *()z with the personal 
pronouns biz and siz, and the 1“ person possessive suffixes have a labial 


275 The Arabic plural 'iyâ/ “family members”, which in many Turkic languages came 
to signify “wife”, may or may not be another example for the same phenomenon: Many 
Arabic plurals of other semantic domains, e.g. /wjjâr “merchants”, also acguired singular 
meanings in Turkish. 

276 These two forms cannot be connected with Mongolian gü'ün (Written Mongolian 
kümün), as T.Tekin (1968: 121) thinks, as that is not a suffix but a noun and signifies 
“person, people”; *(4)gU is by no means limited to humans or even to living beings. 

277 iniy is the archaic form of ini “younger brother” which still appears as ini in Yakut. 
It was thought by some that iniyâgün is a compound of ini with “nephew; this latter, 
however, is yegân and not 'yâgün'. A passage in E28,8, a Yenisey grave inscription, has 
been read as /ört (i)n(iMl(i)gü (â)rtlilm(i)z; bli)zni (â)rklli)g (a)d(fi)rti, by T. Tekin 1991: 
357 translated as “We were four brothers; the god of the Underworld separated us”. This 
does not suit the meaning of the comitative suffix */XgU: That would have had to be 
translated as “we were with four brothers”, which does not suit the context. I take 2 in 
the first word to be a scribe”s error for y> iniytâgü would fit this context (and Tekin's 
translation) perfectiy. The stone does show L but the two letters are guite similar; he 
could have misread his handwritten source. 
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as in bân. Labials in the 1“ person are a universal feature, however, and 
do not signal any etymological connection. An etymological connection 
between the 2"İ person possessive suffixes and the 2" person personal 
pronouns — postulated by some scholars — is also guite unlikely: The 
former have a nasal or Weak oral velar whereas the latter ends in an 
alveolar nasal in the singular and has no nasal at all in the plural; nor is 
the onset /5/ of sân likely to have melted away in any accountable 
variety of Proto-Turkic. In short, personal pronouns and possessive 
suffixes can nof be connected. 

In the 2” person the nasal and the voiced velar fluctuate in the 
Orkhon inscriptions, without apparent reason and even in the same 
phrase; e.g. eltiytin törötgtün (KT TE22) “your land and your 
government (acc.)”. Other examples for /g/ are buytug (KT S8) “your 
worry”, âdgütg (KT E24, BO E20) “your profit?. The /g/ appears also in 
verbal forms, where it refers to the subject: bilmö-döktügtün ülün 
(BO E20) “because of your ignorance” (accusative form governed by 
the postposition), ö/-süktüg (KT S7, BO N5) vs. ö/-süktün (KT S6, BO 
N5). With the preterite the oral velar is attested both in the singular and 
in the plural: The forms a/kintig, ariltig, bardig, ârtig, kiltig, kigürtüg, 
körtüg, öltüg and bardigiz are all guoted in Tekin 1968:92-93. This 
fluctuation is found in some modem languages as well, e.g. among the 
Anatolian dialects. 

In some Manich&an mss., e.g. one ms. of Xw, we find that the 1“ 
person plural possessive suffix has the form *(U)mXZz / -(UjmUz e.g. 
faktumuz (251) instead of takimiz and, with the preterite form which 
has the same suffixes, si-dumuz (256) and bacama-dumuz (258). 

We have a rare repetition of the possessive suffix in the common 
birtitsi “one of them”; this may possibiy have come about through 
analogy from ikitsi “both of them”, in case iki / âki was felt to come (or 
really was) from *âk-i “its supplement”. 

In the 3" person singular and plural, the suffixes in the table are 
written with an 7* at their end; this 7 appears in brackets because it is 
absent in the nominative (where the 1“ and 2”İ person possessive 
suffixes serve as they are). Cf. the demonstrative pronouns, which show 
the same element; the personal pronouns have a related phenomenon 
especialiy in the plural domain, and cf. Orkhon Turkic 4*(4)gUfn). In 
carlier texts, the /* of the 3” person possessive suffixes in fact appears 
before all suffixes: also the antonymy and parallelism marker -/7 (see 
section 3.123) and the suffix *(Xg (e.g. in burxan kutinslig “related to 
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Buddhahood”). independent pronouns.278 The pronominal *n* of this 
suffix, lost in South Fastern Turkic from the Middle Turkic period on, 
gets dropped already in the dialect of the fragments in Sogdian script 
(santitda, kuttitga). Note, further, that -/(n)4 and *s/(n)4 do not 
function in complementary distribution in Chuvash, but that rather the 
cognate of -/(n)* contracts with any stem coda vowel. What clearly is 
the Chuvash cognate of *s/(n)* gets used in cases of inalienable 
possession >”? suggesting some such original set of functions also for 
Proto-Turkic. A single instance of the absence of /5/ after vowel ina 
relatively late text (süü-tiyd dâriginâ in Suv 409,11, St. Petersburg ms.) 
might be considered an error (or was possibly meant to be read as 
süwiyâ) and not an archaism (thus also Zieme 1969: 67 against 
Ramstedt). *s/(n)* is normally spelled with front n” and s” in Orkhon 
Turkic also when appended to back-vowel words. This suggests that it 
may not have been synharmonic,259 which, in turn, accords with the 
theory that it originally was an independent pronoun. The Chuvash 3" 
person possessive suffix also always consists of a front vowel, which 
has by Benzing 1940: 251n. been linked to the Orkhon Turkic facts. It 
may, however, also be that the Chuvash situation is secondary, as 
Common Turkic *4/ became *ki in Turkish, and the Orkhon Turkic 
fronting appecars to be subphonemic: The form suv-*iyaru (in BO E40 in 
a binome together with yertiyârü, “towards their country?) with the 
directive ending following the suffix is spelled with r' and w (not vi).28! 
We even find /özünlürsint-lugun (spelled with X in the case suffix) in 
an carly Manich&an text, DreiPrinz 119. See section 3.132 for forms of 
the pronoun *ifn1). 

In the 1“ and 2" persons of the possessive paradigm, plurality is 
marked by an element *(X)z, as in the personal pronouns referring to 
these persons.23?2 There are numerous examples in which 2"İ person 


278 The 3'İ person possessive suffix may possibly originally have been identical with 
the obsolete pronoun in* discussed in section 3.132 below. 

279 This is what appcars from examples guoted in Benzing 1940: 253, 255 and in other 
publications. 

280 This was first proposed by Radloff, later by Râsânen; see Tekin 1968: 18 for 
references. 

28! Orkhon Turkic orto*siyaru is also spelled four times with r' and w, but Hesche 
2001 makes a case for the view that these are instances of kün orto “south” and fün orto 
“north? governed by a postposition siyaru. There are no other relevant case suffixes: 
The dative has no oral velar but /1/, for which there is only one sign in the Orkhon 
inscriptions. The ligature with which the locative is always spelled and the € of the 
eguative are also used both in front and back contexts. 

282 Bang, Gabain (e.g. 1974 $ 71) and others took this to be an old dual suffix, stating 
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plural possessive endings serve polite reference to single entities, e.g. 
ymâ anvam yulzuyuz bolzun (M Til nr. 7 1 v 5) “Moreover, may Anvam 
become your (sg.) wife”. Such plurality of politeness is not always 
consisteni; examples like the following are not rare: s(â)niy idlig 
yiparlig yemislikiyizkâ kigürüny (M Tl nr. 9 TI v 10-12) “Introduce me 
into your fragrant orchard”. 

“Possessive? suffixes normally express cither possession or general 
appurtenance and assignment. In these functions, their meaning is 
practicaliy identical to that of the personal or demonstrative pronouns in 
the genitive; see section 4.121 for examples. 

Added to adjectives, the 3'İ person possessive suffix can refer to the 
bearer of the guality in guestion. With verbal nominals the possessive 
morpheme refers to the subject of the verb, e.g. in y(a)rlikami$ ti üdün 
“because he graciously (dived)” (M Tl nr. 15 r 2; WilkManKat nr. 352). 
Thus also e.g. in k(a)mug s(â)vüglürim - â “Oh all my beloved ones!” 
(ms. U 140 v3 guoted in Zieme 1969: 98), where the 1“ person 
possessive suffix refers to the loving person. This is also what we have 
with perfect or projection participles such as the ones ending in -dOk 
and -sXk respectively, as described in sections 3.283 and 3.284, andin 
fact in the paradigm of the constative preterite (section 3.232 below), 
which has been said to consist of a participle suffix involving an 
alveolar consonant plus the *possessive? suffixes. 

In üküsti “many of them” (e.g. in BT Il 238) there is a partitive 
relationship. Such expressions are used adnominally as weli, e.g. in 
amarilari tinliglar (TT X 39) “some of the creatures”. Similarly with the 
possessive suffix of wugti in e.g. ây ulugi tegin iki inilârinâ inda tep 
tedi (Suv 608, 15-17) “the eldest prince said to his two younger 
brothers”: It refers to the group of the three brothers. This is the 
phenomenon Grenbech 1936: 92ff. mostly had in mind when calling 
the 3'İ person possessive suffix an article. Three examples, with ulugi, 


that words as köz “eye”, köküz “breast”, /iz “knee” or müyüz (*bufuz) “horn”, representing 
body parts of which men or animals have a pair, are formed with it. agiz 'mouth” was 
assigned to this group because there are two jaws. -(X)z was taken to appcar also in biz 
“we? and siz “you (pl.)”, in ikiz “twin? and in the 1“ and 2” person plural possessive 
suffixes. However, a number of body parts which come in pairs, such as âlig “hand”, 
kulkak “ear”, âgin “shoulder? or adak “foot”, do not end in /2/; mânyiz “complexion? ends 
in /2/ but is not a pair and does not consist of two parts. köz is probabiy derived from 
kör- “to see”. In (Oarakhanid etc.) ikiz “twin” duality is denoted by the base and not the 
suffix. It seems unlikely that Proto-Turkic should have had a dual, as there is none in 
any Turkic language or in Mongolian. Röna-Tas 1998: 73 writes: “Contrary to the 
opinion of Erdal and others -z has never been a dual suffix or denoted pairs of body 
parts”; I never expressed a view different from the one formulated above. 
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ân ulugi and ân'ilki ulugi Tespectively, are guoted in Gabain 1974: 158 
($ 360) and 398 (suppl. 56). The 3'İ person possessive suffix creates 
contrast within a group, e.g. ulugi tâyri inda tep tedi and kiligi tfâyri 
inca tep tedi “The greater one among the gods said the following? and 
“The smaller one among the gods said the following? in the Aranemi- 
Jâtaka (HamTouHou 1, 1 and 8). Cf. fürther siyar*i bodun ilikdi, 
siyarti bodun kirti “Half / Part of the people submitted, the other half / 
part retreated? (SU E6-7), with the possessive suffix referring to the 
which stayed behind” is from the same inscription (N3); note that the 
contrastive possessive suffix is here added to a participle representing 
the head as subject. 

The possesive suffix also has referential tasks within text structure: 
Take the sentence Amga korugun kislap yaziya oguzgaru sü tasikdimiz 
(KTN 8), which signifies “We spent the winter at the Goat reserve and, 
ihat summer, drew out with our army against the Oguz”. The possessive 
suffix in *yaztintga refers back to the winter preceding the summer of 
the Oguz raid. The use of the possessive suffix in keniyâ “in the end” 
(Pfahl I 8) referring the the preceding narrative is similar. In yo/*i, 
which forms adverbial multiplicatives (section 3.14), finally, such 
reference has become rather fuzzy. 

Old Turkic (like e.g. Modem Turkish) shows switch reference, where 
a preceding and a following element refer to each other by possessive 
suffixes; e.g. /ifsitsi baxSitsiyna (TT X 18) “the pupil (spoke) to his 
teacher), aftatsi oglti tapa kâlmis tâg (TT X 71) “as when a father 
comes to his son”: English uses possessive marking only for the entities 
mentioned second, thus refering only backwards and not forwards. 

fâyrim, literally “my god”, is a deferential way of address, like my 
lord, French ma-dame, Arabic sayyidti (> sidi) etc. 

The 3“ person singular possessive suffix is often used for the plural as 
well, e.g. inscriptional üc kürdg kisi? kâlti, savti bir “There came 
three enemy deserters all submitting the same report”; süsin anta 
sancdim, âvi on kün öyrâ ürküp barmis “There l routed their (the 
Karluk?s) army; their households had, it tumed out, gotten alarmed and 
fled ten days carlier”. This was no doubt the Proto-Turkic situation, still 
found e.g. in Chuvash. In Uygur we find e.g. kayi xan ögi katun ... 


283 This word is based on an emendation by Radlov accepted by most scholars. The 
stone has something which apparentiy looks most like y'Iy'1, by Aalto in his edition 
translated as “nacheinander”. This idea, taken up by Alyılmaz 2000: 107 with “art 
arda”, is impossible: Alyılmaz links the reading with yigi “close, compact, dense”, but 
/g/ is never dropped in (early) Old Turkic. We are left with Radlow's proposal, then. 
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ogltiya nâcâ aytsar ... “in whatever way his father the king and his 
mother the gucen asked #heir son ...; ört maxarad tâyrilâr ... oytun 
tizin söküp ... ayasin kavSurup ... “the four mahârâja gods knelt on 
iheir right knees and joined #heir palms (aya*sin)”: The praying gesture 
obviously involves the palms of a person's both hands. Also in an 
instance with */4r like yigi kilindlarin in Pothi 20, which should be 
translated as 'their close-set deeds (acc.), there is no need to think that 
HAr actually denotes the plurality of subjects (which must be clear 
from the context) beside denoting the plurality of actions. The 3" 
person plural possessive suffix -/4r/ does not ever appear to get added 
to the plural suffix Ar; the instance in BT Il 744 (yarlikandudi 
könüllüg küğlârlâri “their faculties of commiseration”) is isolated and 
should be an error. What we do have is the addition of */4r after the 2" 
person plural possessive suffix, presumably to make clear that a 
plurality of possessors (and not mere polite address or a plurality of 
possessed entities) is meant; *(XWy(Ozl4r is a composite plural 
possessive marker: ösküyüzlürtâ (Pothi 366) “in your (pl.) presence”, 
âviyizlârkâ tâginlâr (Pothi 382) “reach (pl.) your (pl.) homes”; 
(ögrfündün m(â)yin ârmâkân(i)zilâr) bolzun (M Ul nr. 27 114) “Maya 
life in joy and happiness materialize for youl'; sizlârniy 
ogltantiyiztlarini (DKPAMPb 172) “your (pl., polite) children 
(accusative)?. The Suv, a Buddhist text, has guite a number of instances 
of this suffix seguence, among them birök el xan bâg isi bodun kara 
nomda töröcü yorisarlar, ötrö sizlârniy #âlyridüm Goguyuzlar 
yaliniyizlar teriniyizlâr kuvragiyizlar asilur üstâlür (Suv 194,16) “T£, 
however, king, lord and lady and the simple folk were to live by 
manners and tradition, then your (pl.) divine glory and community 
would thrive” and köyülünüzlürtâ antag sakindinizlar tursar (Suv 2,14) 
“if such thoughts come up in your (pl.) hearts”. kilindlariniz “your (pl.) 
deeds” in Suv 660,1, on the other hand, refers to the deeds of a single 
person addressed to as fânyrim “my lord”, as kollariniz “your (pl.) arms” 
in Suv 349,3 refers to the two arms of somebody addressed as kopda 
kötrülmis t(âlyrim “my elated lord”. Similarly the sentence alku 
tetsefligj terin kuvraglariyizni yana nomlug yagmurin bardani to$gurur 
tükâtür siz “You fulfill and perfect all, all your (pl.) communities of 
pupils, by the rain of dharma” (Suv 334,10) is addressed to a single 
fâyrim, who had “all? communities listening to him. 

There is no evident way for a plurality of speakers to refer each to his 
own “possessed? entity; we have the problem in Uygur colophons of 
manuscripts, where the religious merit of having sponsored the copying 
is by the sponsors deflected to their relatives. When such copying is 
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sponsored by more than one person, the formulation of the colophon is 
in the 1“ person plural, but in the further text the reference to relatives 
of cach one of the co-sponsors has to be in the singular. Thus e.g. the 
first text of DvaKol, which has the subjects of the deflexion speaking in 
the plural (with #âgindimiz “we have ventured to ...), but then has 
reference to their respective mothers as anam üsdâk tâyrim, anam ana 
katun tâyrim, anam arig kunduy tânyrim, anam taz küy tâyrim and anam 
buyandog tâyrim, each time with anatm “my mother” and then their 
proper name and the honorific /âyritm. In another colophon of 
collective sponsorship (ms. TM 36 guoted by Zieme in his discussion of 
kisi in TDAYB 1987: 306), reference to kisilârim “my wives” is not to be 
understood as evidence for polygamy but as cach sponsor referring to 
his own wife. 

In the example guoted, #âyrim marks real female persons, but it 
appcars, in late texts, also to have referred specifically to godesses as 
such: There is a minimal pair fâyri “god” vs. fâyrim “goddess” in SUK 
WP 2,18: fanuk tört maxarac tâyrilâr, tanuk yeti âkâ baltiz tâyrimlâr, 
yügârüki tanuk ekii, tanuk âr tona “Witnesses (for this contract) are the 
four mahârâja gods, witnesses the seven sister goddesses, visible 
witnesses Ekiği and Âr Tona. In this function, *(Wm precedes the 
plural suffix and does not follow it. The titles Turkish #antim and 
Central Asian bâgtüm are also specifically feminine. Note that âköâ is 
“elder sister?” while âkâm is honorific (e.g. in SUK Sa12,27). xanim 
appcars to be attested already in a late Uygur graffito (Petlnscr), where 
it follows the lady?s proper name. 

Possessive suffixes can be followed by the antonym marker or, more 
commonliy, directiy by the case suffix. 


3.123. Antonymy and parallelism 

After the slot for a possessive suffix but before case suffixes there was a 
slot for *-//, which marks antonyms or synonyms, elements presented as 
opposed or parallel in the particular context. Entities without some such 
connection are rare (a possible example for this is süli asli kertgündli 
ücâgü “army, provisions and faith” in TT V B 105). -// nominals are 
mostİy pairs but sometimes triplets; the latter are then followed by 
ü€ctâgü (the collective derivate from “three”), the former sometimes by 
ikitgü (as generally done with lists in Mongolic and late Uygur). Each 
word receives *// but they share the case ending; inili âlili (KT E 6) 
“younger and elder brothers”, /orok bukali sâmiz bukali (Tuü 5) “lean 
bulls and fat bulls” (plurality follows from the context); fârsli oyli 
kiltali “he who does wrong or right” and the accusatives igidli kertülitg 
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.. körüp “perceiving lie and truth” and öyli köyüllitg “appearance and 
essence” are direct objects. Cf. further fâyrili yerlitdâ “in the sky and 
on earth? and the near-synonyms üzülmâkli öğmüâkliniy ... taplagi (BT | 
D 250) “the acceptance of ending and extinction”. 

3'İ person possessive suffixes preceding *// normally have the 
“pronominal? *71t; e.g. basinli adakinli iki yilta (At VU 16 b 5-6) 
“within two years, from beginning to end” with cataphoric *(5)/(n*), 
tiltaginli nom tözinli ikigüni “both their cause and their dharma root”284 
(Myöhö Br 6), #üsinli tiltaginli (BT 1D 279) “their effect and their 
cause”, isig özinli... (DKPAMPb 380) “his life and... The instances in 
the following sentence lack pronominal *7: Sakimuni burxannin sâkiz 
ulug daytilarili, grtirakut tagda ulati adin öyi on bulun yinaklartakili, 
adin öyilârtâ ymâ y(a)rlikadali nomlug âtözlürkâ ymâ ânitip öğmi$ 
amrilmislarka ... yükünür m(fâjn (Suv 32,19-21) “I bow to the 
dharmakâyas and to those who have found peace in the cight great 
caityas (411) of Buddha Sâkyamuni, in the other ten corners and 
directions (4/7) of the earth of which the foremost is mount Grdhraküta, 
or elsewhere” 285 mâniy tüsümi$ tülsümli “the dream I dreamt and...” 
(MaitrH XII 5r14) is an instance with a 1“ person possessive suffix. 

In âdgüli ayigli kilindlarnin tüslâri tâggüdâ (BT 1 925-928) “when 
the retribution for good and bad deeds arrive” the suffix gets addedto a 
pair of adjectives in adnominal use. 

In some instances one member of a couple lacks 4/7, e.g. tâyrilârli 
kinarilar üzâ sâvitilmis “loved by gods and kinnaras” (ATBVP 37). 

Double */7/ lives on in Middle Turkic, e.g. in the Oişaşu 'I-Anbiyâ 
(Ata 2002: 68) and in modem languages. 


3.124. Case 

When case morphemes followed directly upon possessive morphemes, 
there was some fusion. There are three case paradigms, then: One for 
bare nominal stems and nominal stems ending with the plural suffix or 
Kİİ, a second, fused one for stems with a possessive suffix and a third 


284 The accusative suffix *n/ may be explained as “pronominal? (as in bizni) in view of 
the shape *(4)gU(n)* which this suffix has in Orkhon Turkic or this may be the late 
Uygur extension of *n/ at the expense of *(XWg (or both). 

285 There is here a tripartite classification of places; however, the third member of the 
serles (adin öyilâr) does not get the element *-//, perhaps because it is merely a residual 
and non-specific category, though it does get the locative suffix intended for all three. In 
Taryat E3, a runiform inscription of the Uygur kaganate, one could, in principle, read 
ötükân*li tâgrâtsitli âkin ara “between Ö. and its surroundings”, but ötükân eli 
tâgrâsi eli âkin ara could be spelled in the same way and would give a very similar 
meaning. T. Tekin reads Tâgrâs eli, taking “tâgrâs” to be a place name. 
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one for pronouns and pronoun-like nominals. As a historical 
development within Old Turkic, pronoun declension was extended to 
more and more nominal domains, presumabliy because a pronoun has a 
higher textual freguency than most nouns. 

There are approximately twelve case morphemes in the pure nominal 
declension; examples for case forms are given in section 4.11 and its 
subsections. Some case forms, e.g. the ablative or the instrumental, 
have different shapes in different text groups; there was no point in 
illustrating this with different tables in this work, however, as the 
spelling of some sources (e.g. the runiform ones) is eguivocal, and as 
text grouping is all but clear. Suffixes with variable shapes are the 
genitive, the ablative and the instrumental; the directive is not very 
common in Buddhist and lay texts, and the comitative is outright rare 
there. The *r4 suffix has two different historical developments in 
different semantic and functional domains. The Old Turkic case system 
is thus a very rich one, even in those texts which lack one or two of its 
members. 


The nominative case form consists of a nominal with no case marking. 


The genitive suffix has two main variants: -(n)Xy, with /n/ dropped 
after consonants, is used in the runiform inscriptions (e.g. dortsuy in KT 
E32, bâgtin in E33) and a few other carly texts, notably runiform mss. 
(e.g. BlattRun 2, 3 and 26 and the IrgB) and Manicha&an sources 
(kisilâr(d)n in M WI nr. 8 Vİ r7 (22,7,).2© There seem to be no 
genitives in the inscriptions of the Uygur steppe empire. An /n 
appearing in this way only with stems ending in vowels is not attested 
with any other Old Turkic suffix: This suffüx may possibiy 
prehistorically have been transferred from the pronominal declension, 
where there is the so-called pronominal -n*, by metanalysis.287 


286 Numerous instances read as *n(a)ng, *n(â)ng by Le Cog in Manichaan texts, e.g. 
inMlIl4title, 16,11-12 and 17,20 can be read as *Ay instead, and vice versa. The latter 
reading would imply a lowering of the suffix vowel, which in fact does not happen very 
often in front harmony words even in Manichaan texts. 

287 Röna-Tas 1998: 73 thinks “Proto-Turkic nouns probably had an obligue stem in -n, 
Just as pronouns still have in Old Turkic”. As evidence for this he gives, beside the 
genitive suffix, an accusative suffix which he reconstructs as *-nVG, a dative suffix 
*-nKA and an instrumental suffix *-nWn. There is, however, no way to reduce the nomi- 
nal and the pronominal accusative suffixes to any common source by any sound laws 
known to have held for that stage of the language, and there is no evidence whatsoever 
that the dative and the instrumental suffixes ever started with an /n/. So the genitive 
suffix remains by itself, and “obligue -7” remains a purely pronominal feature (found, 
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The vast majority of Uygur texts, however, always shows the suffix 
with /n/ also after consonants, e.g. mayiri bodisavtınin. Exceptions, 
such as âvtiy yutuzina yazinmak “to sin with a married woman”, the 
title of the third chapter of the DKPAM, necd an explanation: In this 
case | take âviy yutuzi, literally “a woman of the house”, to be a 
lexicalised phrase created before the generalization of *nXy. 

Çarakhanid has a dissimilative variant *nXg,285 Orkhon Turkic a 
different dissimilative variant -Xn appearing after /y/. We find *nUy in 
two Manich&an hymn titles, vam vayinun bas “the hymn of the god 
Vam? and h(a)y ros(a)n zaw(a)r Zirifinun basta “the hyımn to god, light, 
power, wisdom? (M II 9 and 10).289 Conversely, *n/y appears, e.g., in 
bayagutnin in Ht NI 507. Sometimes the vowel is implicit, or is spelled 
as a low vowel, e.g. bâgnây in U IV A152, kisinây in M 18,15. The 
vast majority of instances do, however, have /X/. 

In the pronominal domain, the genitive form can be expanded by 
other case suffixes, e.g. öztintiy-dâ “like his own” (M MI 22, 14); it 
gets the plural suffix in mân*iylâr ol “they are mine” (U 111 27,16) and 
has the derivate mân-iy*siz (in the common Buddhist phrase mânsiz 
mâniysiz <selfless”, put into the accusative in Suv 210,21). 
bizinstâtkitdâ “as in the one belonging to us” is attested in Suv. Cf. 
inflecting possessive pronouns like Danish min, neuter mit, pl. mine 
“mine” or sin, neuter sif, pl. sine “his own. 

In Buddhist Uygur, genitives of nouns can get their head deleted and 
be put into the locative case form; this is either used with comparative 
meaning or govemed by postpositions. In what follows, these 
postpositions are wlafi, öyi and arfok respectively; in the second 
instance the possessive suffix inherited from the original head is 
retained. kulgakniyta ulati adin biliglâr “the other senses, (i.e.) the 
sense (bilig) of hearing (lit. “the one of the car) etc.” (Abhi A 3704, 
referring to the senses other than the sense of sight); ödeü ayig 
nomlarnin cinZu tözi âdgün barmi$larnininda öyi ârmâz (BuddhUig Il 
447) “The tathatâ ( Chin. dinZu for this Sanskrit term) nature of good 


however, also with the collective suffix *(4)gU in Orkhon Turkic, and also the posses- 
sive suffixes) as far as Turkic is concerned. While Turkic had an obligue pronominal 
*n*, Mongolic nominal vowel stems had a nominative *n denoting specificity. 

288 Appears rarely elsewhere as well, e.g. TT X 520. Tekin 1968: 127 mentions an 
instance for a variant -Xg of this suffix from KT E25, the form bodun*tug; while this 
variant may be the result of dissimilation after /n/, the context makes it more likely for it 
to be a regular accusative in the accusative * finite verb construction (cf. section 4.622). 

289 This is the shape of the genitive suffix also in Early Anatolian Turkish. Cf. the 
rounding in flexional suffixes presumabiy caused by labial consonants in some 
Manich&an mss. and mss. in Sogdian script (“Argw”; section 2.402). 
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and bad principles is not different from the one of the sugatas (âdgün, 
adverbial instrumental, bar-mi$-lar “the ones who walked”). In the 
first case one instance of bilig (which could have served as head of 
kulgaktnin) is deleted; in the second one barmi$lartniytintda is 
eguivalent to barmislarnin GinZu tözinda. Similarly burxanlarnin 
finliglarig ... ömâki ögnüntâ kayninta taki artok ücün (Warnke 195) 
“because the Buddhas are considerate ... of the creatures even more than 
mothers and fathers?, where the phrase /imliglarig ... ömâki is deleted. 
Another such instance from Warnke 211 is guoted in UW 211b. Cf. 
further kalavink-niy*-dâ (Suv 646,6) from the name of a bird, with ön 
“voice” to be understood from out of the context. In yarumi$ ol 
öyrâkilârnindâ, ârtmis ol amtikilarninda (Ht VU 199-201) the word 
understood from the context is swö ba$lag “preface': “It turns out that it 
overshadows those of the previous ones (i.e. the previous authors) and 
surpasses those of the present ones”. İnstances such as 
baxSitniyttarkitda (Abhi A 3537) are comparable to Turkish adding 
tk to the genitive suffix in the seguence *n/n*ki(n*) to integrate the 
genitive form as noun phrase without its head. Old Turkic does not, 
however, add *&/: This is similar to the phenomenon which has, in 
connection with Romani and Hurrian, been called “Suffixaufnahme”, 
although the genitive in those languages gets the head's suffixes also 
when attributive (which would be impossible in any Turkic language). 


The accusative has the suffix *(Xeg; as stated in Erdal 1979, this is 
replaced by the pronominal accusative suffix 474/7 in the latest Uygur 
sources. This happens mostly when stems end in a vowel, e.g. 
yanturdaixni in U Il 58,3. Further, ayalarıni in U Il 46,70, yerni mâ 
kari kisini?9 im UigBnef C12, again kisitni in TT VI 25.6. 
Occasionally, this suffix appears in early texts as well, e.g. sav/(i)g 
âtözni arta(tdimiz in Maitr 177x7.29! In loans *nl appears more often 
and turns up at an carlier stage of the language than in native Turkic 
words; e.g. darnisni “the incantation formula” (< Skt. dhârani) in Ul 
38,69. Nouns such as barda and füzü “all”, whose use is not far from 
that of pronouns, have the *n/ ending also in classical Uygur (e.g. in Ht 


290 This particular instance may possibly have been contracted from *yeriyni mâ kari 
kisiyni (unitmi$ bolgay sân) “you will have forgotten your home and your old wife (or 
,relatives?). But, on the other hand, this text uses a very late language, with VdV > VyV 
and özgâ “other (than); the use of the particle m4 after nouns (and not just after 
pronouns) is also particularly late. 

2! The content of this sentence is not very clear; cf. UW 209b in section 5 of the entry 
for artat-. 
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VMI 21, Pothi 68). Zieme 1991: 24-25 gives some statistics on the 
relative appearance of *-(X)g vs. *nl in Uygur verse. 


The dative suffix for substantives is -£4 in all varieties and stages of 
Old Turkic. Irregularities occur when it follows the 1“ and 2"İ person 
singular possessive suffixes, which show pronominal behaviour; these 
are dealt with below. -£4 is today found only in Khaladj. According to 
DLT fol. 537-8, the Argu used this same form; Kâğgarı appcars not to 
have been aware of any other Turkic group of his time using it beside 
them. Evidence for *-g4, which can be assumed to have existed in early 
Turkic beside *£4 because of Oguz and Bolgar-Chuvash *4, is 
exceedingiy weak in Old Turkic. Based on Kâğgarı's statement and on 
what he takes to be evidence from Old Turkic texts in runiform script, 
Doerfer 1987 set up the theory that the Old Turkic dative was 
pronounced as *g4, and that it did not use the characters for /g/ because 
those were pronounced as fricatives and not stops. For that purpose he 
refers to both the simple dative forms and the ones appcaring after 
possessive suffixes as we find them in the Yenisey inscriptions. We will 
separate the two sets of forms, to deal with the possessive forms further 
on. Runiform evidence is such that we practically always find *k'A / 
*k”A. This evidence is overriding also for the Yenisey inscriptions, with 
two exceptions: *g4A appecars in Ell DI, in the sentence bes yegirmi 
yasimda tavgad kanga bardim “When I was fourteen years old I went to 
the Chinese king”, and in E45 5 in the sentence kök fâyridâ küngâ 
azdim “(When I was sixty years old) I lost the sun in the sky?.22 The 
other runiform text in which we find a *g4 dative is ms. IV in the Stein 
collection published by Thomsen, a short administrative (or perhaps 
military) letter. The dating of this text in irregular cursive characters 
(perhaps the only runiform ms. not written with a pen) reads besinc ay 
sâkiz yegirmigâ “in the 5” month, on the 18"*. The Manichaan script 


292 The fact that both bases end in /n/ may or may not be a coincidence. Doerfer 
thought there were *g4 datives also in E40 (the Tağeba inscription) and E22. In E40, 
Radloff and Vasil'ev were apparently wrong in reading e/gâ: Kormuğin 1997: 128 reads 
the word as e/(i)m. Kurt Wulff, in his unpublished edition of the Yenisey inscriptions, 
writes about the space after LU: “svage spor, der snarest kan tyde pâ g>, muligvis m” (he 
actualiy supplies drawings of all these characters), i.e. “weak traces, which most likely 
indicate g”, possibly m”. He adds: “Mellem dette og t', hvor Radloff, Atlas har A, synes 
der ikke at have stâet noget bogstav”, i.e. “Between this and ti, where Radloff, Atlas has 
A, there appears not to have stood any letter”. Vasil'ev does not actually give any 
photograph of this inscription, and the letter which does not exist according to Wulff 
and Kormusin is in his hand-drawing drawn like a miniature I and not an A. In E22, 
where Vasil'ev writes (â)lgâ, the text actually reads üc (â)/(i)g y(a)$(i)m da (thus, with 
an erroncous : before the locative suffix), i.e. “when I was 42 years ol”. 
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distinguished between /k/ and /g/ when appearing both in front and in 
back syllables. Again the overriding majority of examples shows caph 
or coph, but the texts occasionally write G / T: We find ödgâinMll! 
nr.12 v 3, e.g., and âfkâ kanga “concerming meat and blood” in 
WilkManKat nr. 65 r 1. In bastan (thus) adaka tâgi kanka irinâ örgânip 
“besmirched in blood and pus from head to foot” (M15,14) we find the 
two velars simplified in adak*ka and the suffix velar assimilated to the 
nasal of iriy in what is spelled as 'YRYNNG”. m TT VMI (Brâhmi) there 
are 63 instances of k as against 3 spelled with g (which is well within 
the limits of normal error found in Uygur Brâhmi mss.). The (original 
version of the) Arabic script as used for writing Oarakhanid does not 
distinguish between /k/ and /g/ in front syllables, but back syllable 
words consistentİy use gâf and not ghain for spelling the dative both in 
the DLT and the OB. Ghain was, of course, a fricative, while gâf may 
have been pronounced as a voiced and not an unvoiced uvular stop in 
Arabic dialects even in Kâğgarı's time. So Çarakhanid evidence does 
not contradict Doerfer's theory that the dative suffix was pronounced 
with a voliced and not an unvoiced uvular or velar stop; but he may 
possibly be right even as far as Old Turkic is concerned: The so-called 
voiced characters may not generally have been used as they in fact 
indicated volced fricatives and not stops. Just possibiy (but by no means 
necessarily), a stop |g| (as against a fricative) could also be meant when 
using K. Doerfer's theory would also explain the Proto-Oguz, Bolgar- 
Chuvash and general Middle Turkic?93 emergence of *g4 as the dative 
suffix and, of course, Kâğgar's statement on Argu pronunciation: The 
voiced stop, which the phonemes /k/ and /g/ could be sharing in that it 
might have existed as variant in the word (or syllable) onset for the 
latter and in all other positions for the former, might have served as 
pivot, getting at first (at the Old Turkic stage) generalised from the 
post-vocalic position to all positions, and then receiving (after 
Çarakhanid as far as Fastern Turkic is concerned) the fricative variant 
beside it. But there is very little in the Old Turkic documentation to 
speak /or this view. Another possibility is that -X£4 was primary and 
that the emergence of *g4 is due to the influence of the directive suffix 
(which always had /g/ and was not related to the dative). 

Old Turkic has no *4 or *y4 dative, as maintained again and again by 
Gabain 1974: 87 and others, especially T.Tekin 1996a, who intend 
these to be linked with one of the Mongolic suffixes serving as 


23 A form “daglarya' which is in Doerfer 1993: 49 said to appcar in DZumagulov 
1971: 111 isin that work found neither on that page nor in the index nor in the section 
devoted to the dative. 
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dative. It cannot be excluded, however, that Mongol copied an *4 
dative from a Turkic language of the Bolgar group. 

Doerfer 1977 had tried to explain the fact that the dative forms of the 
1“ and 2" person singular personal pronouns are back vocalic (see 
section 3.131) by assuming that the dative suffix was originally a noun 
*ka, which later became a suffix. When Johanson 2001: 1726a makes 
the unwarranted statement “Im Ost-Alttürkischen?*9 war ... das 
Dativsuffix *ga cin hinteres Suffix” he is presumabiy following this 
guite hypothetical proposal conceming Proto-Turkic. 


The locative suffix *dA serves also in ablative use in the carlier part of 
our corpus; see the ablative below. The distribution of the two sets of 
alveolar characters in the Orkhon inscriptions is documented in T.Tekin 
1968: 133: It turns out that d' and d” are here more general than with 
the constative preterite: t' and t are here the rule only when the stem 
ends in /İ n/, with /r/ generally followed by the D runes like the other 
consonants. We also find kö/*â “at the lake” with t in SU S6. The rule 
holds also for pronominal forms spelled as bunfa, anta and bizintâ. 
r(Dg'yrtA (KT SI3 twice) is an exception if correctiy understood as 
ârig yertâ;© a number of other instances of yer get /d/ in the locative 
suffix. k'ön”d7A in Küli Cor may be another exception, or this place 
name may have had a vowel after the /n/. Twice ölümtâ oz- in legB 49 
and ayakimta idisimtâ in IrgB 42 are also against this rule.7 In 
Manich&an sources (as documented in Zieme 1969: 112-114) we find 
the spelling with T in daydanta, eltâ, xanta, oronta, yolta, aZunta, 
könültâ, tultonta and often after the possessive suffix *(5//n* and in 
pronouns, i.e. again after /l n/. Here the exceptions are yerindâ in MM! 
81Ivl onthe one hand and yerfâ (as in Orkhon Turkic) in TT 11,2 10. m 


294 The datives adaka and suvsamaka mentioned by Gabain show the very common 
simplification of velars, and the *y4 forms mentioned there appcar to belong to the 
directive-locative case as described below. The first word in inscriptional biya basi 
refers to some military unit which is presumabiy related to biy “thousand” in view of 
Mongolic minggan (same meaning). Old Turkic does not, in any case, use adnominal 
datives. aca in TT HA 37 is the converb form, as correctiy noted in UW 37b. 

295 This is Johanson?”s name for what we have called Old Turkic (which is, of course, 
documented best form the eastern part of the Turkic world). 

296 Here, in T.Tekin 2003: 76, 113 and in glossaries of all the reeditions of the Orkhon 
inscriptions by T.Tekin, he mentions an instance of yerfâ also in BO N15; no such word 
occurs in this line in any of the editions I have looked at, and | have not come across it 
anywhere else in that inscription. It may, however, appear in Tui 47 according to some 
readings. 

297 Erdal 1997a: 69 mentions IrgB irregularities also for the constative preterite. 
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the Pothi book, which is a late text, the rule is not observed; nor is there 
any rule in Brahmi sources. In Çarakhanid mss. we generally find voice 
assimilation, 1.e. *-£4 after voiceless consonants and *d4 otherwise; but 
cf. i$tdainDLT fol. 402. 


The ablative suffix appears as *d/n in most Uygur sources, where *d4 
serves as locative only, as well as in Oarakhanid. The variant *dAn, 
today found everywhere except modern Uygur, is attested in 
preclassical and/or Manich&an texts, e.g. as ögüzdân or sütdân. In these 
sources, the alveolar is generally spelled as D except after /n/. There are 
examples also twice in BT V 172 and in 501 (#âyrilârdân), DreiPrinz 
96 (Jiglârdân), M 1 5,13 (bastan, an exception in the spelling of the 
alveolar), 7,2 (igaddan), 17,19 (#öpödân) 22,4, and 7, (tâyridân and 
yerdân) and M Tl 28,8; (yerindân) and 42,17 (tâyrilârdân). The DLT 
ms. has both *d/n and *dAn, e.g. suv ariktin kardı (fol. 525) “The water 
overflowed from the canal? vs. kw fâyridân (with dâl, not dhâl) korkti 
(fol. 627) “The worshipper feared God”; both the I and the A of the 
suffixes are by the first hand. The vowel of *dAn may have been 
taken over from the locative suffix *-d4 by analogy, or, conversely, the 
most common variant *d/n may have come about secondarily, through 
influence by the orientational suffix which has a similar shape when not 
rounded. These appcar to be morphological variants, but in Manich&an 
texts *dAn could also be part of the (phonological, phonetical or merely 
graphic) lowering of vowels also found in this group of sources. Zieme 
1969: 177-8 brought together the evidence for ablative meaning in 
Manich&an texts. Most of the instances do not have any ablative suffix 
and use the *d4 suffix for ablative content. Some have *d4An as guoted 
above, but *d/n is rare in Manich&an sources: The only ones which 
have it (and no *dAn) are the Pothi book and the passage M 1 29-30 
(which is a very late reader's addition to a text). In the runiform 
inscriptions, e.g. in kand(a)n “from where? in KT E23, the vowel of the 
suffix is never explicit.?9 However, in Oguzdundan (Tuü 8) “from the 
direction of the Oguz”, where it is added to the orientational suffix 
*dXn, both suffixes are spelled without explicit vowel: This means that 
the inscriptional ablative suffix has to be read with A, because its vowel 


28 In their grammatical sketch, Dankoff & Kelly 1985: 323 tacitly change this last 
instance to /âyridin. In fol. 574 the ms. (first hand) has buzdun “from the ice” with 
ablative meaning, by the editors again changed to “buzdin” 

299 In this and in all the runiform examples of the ablative to be mentioned here, it 
follows an /W/ and is spelled with the ligature, so that its alveolar must be |Jd), to be 
assigned to the /d/ phoneme. 
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would (after a rounded vowel) have had to be explicitly spelled as 1 if 
the inscription had had the ablative suffix as *d/n; whence I prefer the 
reading *dAn. Following this logic 1 read #asdindan “from the outside? 
in a runiform inscription of the Uygur kaganate, SU S4 (twice), 
although the last vowel is again implicit.399 The same seguence of 
suffixes is found also in östüntân kalikdan and üstüntün kudi (M Tl nr. 
8,VIM r 4 and v 10 respectively) and in üztüntân enip “coming down 
from above” (Hymnus 10). In those early texts, where the locative form 
also has ablative meaning, the ablative form itself appcars to be used 
mainly after -dXn. Among Buddhist texts we find *dAn in the Sâkiz 
Yükmâk Yarok edited in TT VI; the London scroll (as documented in 
Laut 1986: 87) has it as fâyri yerintân 8 times in 406-416, as kün ay 
tâyridân (404) and taloy ögüzdân (44). Similar to Manich&an texts the 
London scroll of TT VI has no instances of *d/n and ablatival meaning 
is normally covered by the suffix *d4. The Maitr, an extensive pre- 
classical text, has no *d4n but only *d/n (e.g. #tamudin in MaitrH XX 
14v1). Laut 1986: 70, 77 notes that the Hami ms. of this text has only 
*din in ablative meaning whereas the Söngim ms. shows *d4 in 
ablative meaning beside *d/n. 


The shape of the instrumental suffix changed from fourfold to twofold 
harmony in the course of the development of Old Turkic: We find 
*(Öğn in the runiform inscriptions and most Manich&an instances, but 
other sources have (İn. This alternation can also be seen as related to 
a dialect difference, but that is less likely in view of the fact that petri- 
fied *(Xn forms are found in Buddhist sources as well: There are e.g. 
dozens of examples of üdtün from üd “time” in the Suv. The difference 
is, of course, visible only when the base has a rounded vowel. We have 
oktun (KT E36) “with an arrow, bo yoltun (Tuü 23) “by this way”, 
küzsün (SU E8) “in autumn”, korug*tun (KT N8 & BO E31) “at the re- 
serve”, biltökümün ödökümün (KÖ S3) “with what 1 know and remem- 
ber” and so forth.39! In Manich&an sources we find ödün (often) “at a 
(particular) time”, sözün (Xw 102 in ms. A; sözin in Band J) “with 
words”, özün (Xw 111 and 112; in Xw 149 ms. B against özin in A and 
C) “with a (particular) identity?, £öyülün (Xw 149 and 157, MIlnr. 15 
r 17) “by the heart”, közin kulkakin tilin âlgin adakin (Xw 207 both ms.) 


300 What the editors read as /a3fi/rJtin kâlip “coming from outside” in MaitrH Y 164 
could as well have been /asti/nJtin kâlip, but cf. idtirtin on p. 239 and footn 357. 

301 The instance in anfa ötrö oguz kopin kâlti (Tuğ 1 S9) could possibly be translated 
as “thereupon the Oguz came in their entirety”, with the possessive suffix *(5)/(n*) 
before the instrumental ending. 
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“by the eyes, the cars, the tongue, the hand, the foot”, âsrökün (MI 
6,16) “by drunkenness?, &örkün Milor. 711v12,BTVnr.25v11- 
12, ms. U 128ainBT Vin. 574 - ZiemeSermon v 5) “by shape”32 or 
ögründün (TT 1,1 66) “with joy”. As stated, Manich&an texts generaliy 
have *(Xn unless there is parallelism with stems in unrounded vowels 
(as in Xw 207 just guoted); Zieme 1969: 177 has brought together the 
(limited) Manich&an evidence for */n: Only the Pothi book, the Yosi- 
pas fragment and one of Afrin Cor's poems (M Il 7-9) have *(/)n, not 
*(X)n393 In the DLT we find fourfold-harmony instrumentals such as 
köztün “with the eye” and köy/tün “with the heart”. Buddhist texts 
(Where the instrumental is also very common), on the other hand, 
always have *(İn, e.g. ofin suvin (MaitrH XX 13r10) “with fire and 
water?” or öfüglügin (Ht VT! 68) “by having reguests”. In baftun “with 
an axe (balfu or balto) (MaitrH XVNachtr 3126) or âdgütn barmi$ 
corresponding to Skt sustgafa e.g. in BuddhUig Il 447 the suffix is 
added to a stem ending in a vowel. Cf. also section 4.1110 below.394 
alkugun and kamagun “altogether? are instrumental forms put to 
adverbial use.99 The instrumental suffix was also added to the 
postpositions bi(r)lâ and öyi: Originally it probabiy applied to the 
postpositional phrase as a whole, putting it to adverbial use; in late 
Uygur, however, bi(rlân becomes a variant of bifrMâ. birökin 
“however? (MaitrH XV 3v4) shows the particle birök with the 
instrumental suffix. It appears, further, to have been added to the 
comitative case suffix */XgU / HUgU and to the converb ending -m44/. 
The etymology of the converb endings -(X)pAnXn and -(X)pAn may 
possibiy be linked to a demonstrative instrumental as may the 
imperative form -zUnin (as explained in sections 3.231 and 3.286). The 
seguences *sXzXn and -(X)ncsXzXn are also common: The instrumental 
suffix is often added to the privative suffix *sXz (and to -(XWncsXz) as 


302 The noun in körgün (thus, with G, in Manichasan script) âgsürüp of U 128a v5 is 
not an error for accusative körk*tin (facs. clear): körkün tâgsil- in BT V 574 shows that 
the instrumental is appropriate. 

303 vlug nin üntödi mayradi (M TI nr. 3 v 12) could possibly be understood as “He 
shouted and bellowed with /is loud voice” with the possesive suffix before the 
instrumental. 

304 The statement in Johanson 1988: 142 that “It is a well-known fact that the Old 
Turkic instrumental in ((X)n) already ceases to be productive in Uighur” is certainly 
misguided. 

305 Not instances of a suffix kün, *gün etc., as proposed in Gabain 1974 Ş 50. The 
other forms mentioned in that paragraph belong to the collective suffix *(4)gU which is 
used in runiform inscriptions with the pronominal n. However, pronominal n appears 
only before case suffixes (and is not attested with this suffix outside those inscriptions). 
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well as to its opposite */Xg when they are put to adverbial use. The 
suffix -(YpAn clearly related to -(X)p and front low forms in carly texts 
as ârkligtân and siziks(i)z ân in TT V1 90 and 305 respectively make it 
possible that there was an carly variant of the shape *4n as well. 


The eguative suffix is *GA.99 Tt is unstressed in modern languages and 
presumably was so in Old Turkic as well. The element *&/* / scUt 
found in some personal and demonstrative pronouns and in bwlitdilayu / 
bulitdulayu yig- (At WI 637 and V 320) appears to come from 
*CAHAyU through a process of vowel raising; see section 2.401. 


The directive in *gArU, signifying “towards? is very much alive for 
both nominals and pronouns both in Orkhon Turkic and in Manichacan 
texts but is not too common in the rest of Uygur (which is generalliy 
later); cf. favgalgaru (BO F35) “towards China” or küngârü 
“southwards” (TT V A71). ilgörü *eastwards”, e.g. in KT E 2, SU E8 
and often elsewhere, and apa farkangaru (Tuü 1N10) “to A.T. show 
that runiform inscriptions did not spell the velar of this suffix as K after 
/1n/ (Jam not aware of any example with /r/). The scarcity of *g4rU'in 
Buddhist Uygur and Oarakhanid Turkic can be explained as a reduction 
of the case system in the course of historical development, but another 
explanation is possible as well: The shape of the directive is identical 
with the vowel converb of denominal 4-g4r- verbs (OTWF section 
7.53), and may well come from it. With -/4yU we have another 
example of a secondary case form which we find to be already well 
established in Orkhon Turkic. There is no doubt about the relationship 
between /a$tik- “to go out” and /a$tgar- “to get out”, iltik- “to go in 
and iötgâr- “to get in” and we know that petrified converbs of 
causatives lose the causative meaning of their source (OTWF passim). 
birtik- “to gather at a place” and birgârt- (OTWEF 767) are highiy likely 
to be related to birgârü “into one place?, which has directive meaning. 
This latter, idgârü and #asgaru are among the most common of directive 
forms in the whole of Old Turkic. So it might just be that the absence of 
a living directive in Buddhist Uygur should not be explained by loss but 
by limited evolvement in a particular dialect. A third possibility is that 
the directive came from contamination between such petrified converbs 
and the pronominal dative in *#g4r; note that Tuvan has (or had in the 


306 There is no diminutive or intensive suffix of this shape in Old Turkic, as professed 
in Gabain 1941: 59; the only two examples in her $ 45 which do have this meaning 
among the ones mentioned do so by virtue of the base or some other suffix. The 
Ottoman diminutive suffix *&4 was borrowed from Modern Persian. 
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last century) such directives as puruyyar “forwards; to the cast”, soyyar 
“back; to the west” and küygâr “towards the sun”. Deictic directives 
such as ilgârü, tasgaru, öyârü and arigaru (in, out, forwards, 
backwards”) survive into Middle Turkic. 

Some scholars thought they could identify the first syllable of -gArU 
with the dative suffix and the second syllable of the suffix with the 
suffix *rA dealt with straightway; others have even treated *gArU and 
*rA as one suffix. However, the velar of the dative suffix is shown to 
belong to the phoneme /k/ wherever the script used is explicit enough 
for this purpose, with guite few exceptions; the velar of the directive, on 
the other hand, consistentiy belongs to the phoneme /g/ in runiform, 
Arabic and other writing systems.397 The vowel of the second syllable 
of -gArU is different from that of the well-attested case suffix -r4. The 
only things the two suffixes share are the general local content on the 
semantic side and the sound /1/ as to phonic shape; they are guite 
distinct also in their historical development. Still other scholars (among 
them Gabain 1974, Clauson in the EDPT and now Hesche 2001: 53) 
believe in the existence of a directive suffix *rU: It is supposed to have 
appeared in kerü “back”, bârü “hither', #(XW)mArU (1“ person sg. 
possessive directive), /apatru “towards” (adverb and postposition in 
DLT fol.473, OB 521 and 5830 in all three mss. and in two other 
instances only in the late A ms. and in Middle Turkic as documented in 
Hesche 2001: 54) and, as proposed by Hesche 2001, in a postposition 
siyaru which he derives from siyar “direction”. I would take both of 
these words to come from the putative pronoun which became one of 
the two allophone clusters of the 3"İ person possessive suffix *()/11, 
siyar being similar to the datives ayar and muyar. faparu, apparently 
created secondarily out of a need to make the directive content of the 
postposition /ap-a “towards? explicit, is not, however, attested in Old 
Turkic proper. The suffix *(X)mArU being formed in analogy to the 2" 
person like dative -(X)m4A and bârü not having an obvious base, we 
would be left with £erü as the only word in which *»U would be early. | 
take that as well to come from *ke*gârü. 


There are two different functions of *r4 in Old Turkic, and they differ 
in their historical development: The directive-locative in *r4 is attested 
only with a limited set of nominals: We find it e.g. in öyrâ “to the front 


307 What has been read as yagikaru in DLT fol.310 and translated as “towards the 
enemy” in fact contains a verb kar- “to oppose”, the base of the verb for which the DLT 


the base for kar$i “adversary etc.”. The ms. spells yagi and garu separately. 
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(or cast)”, kesrâ398 “to the back (or west), /asra “outside”, irâ “inside”, 
asra “below? (see the UW for the latter). 

Then we have the use with body parts, e.g. in /#öpörâ “on the head” 
(e.g. in Suv 7,22, 620,18, 627,3), here called partitive-locative. 
Examyples for this in section 4.1107 show that, as partitive-locative, *»4 
did clearly stay alive in Uygur. *r4 appears to have been incompatible 
with possessive suffixes in either use, though both uses were bivalent: 
The directive-locative, being deictic, was inherently linked to the place 
and time of speaking, while the partitive-locative applied only to 
inalienable parts of a creature?s body. 

Directive-locative *r4 was dissimilated to -y4 when the stem had an 
/W: beriyâ “into the south”, yirya “into the north, kuriya “into the 
west < “*berira, “yirra, *kurira; cf. e.g. Orkhon-Turkic kurigaru, 
b'rigirü of the Uygur Steppe Empire Taryat inscription (W5). üzâ 
“above? might also have been formed in this way, as one source of Old 
Turkic /z/ is Proto-Turkic *ry; its base could have survived in Chuvash 
vir “upper? .399 The variant *y4 cannot be connected with the dative 
suffix, as was thought by some,!9 both because of the different mean- 
ings of the forms and because *k4 often appcars in the same phono- 
tactic surroundings as *y4. All the instances of *y4 are, like directive- 
locative *r4, petrified and lexicalised. Most important, the meanings 
and functions of *y4 and the directive-locative fit together perfectly. 


The similative suffix »/4yU no doubt comes from the vowel converb of 
denominal verbs ending in */4-. However, it is a full-fledged case 
already in the Orkhon inscriptions; i.e. there needn't have been a H/4- 
verb to have served as base for every -/4yU form attested: We there 
findit in the expression optlayu tâg- “to attack like a threshing ox”. Cf. 
OTWEF 408-409, where much of the documentation is guoted; H/4yU 
does not seem to appear in any Manich&an source. Clauson 1962; 146 
is wrong in thinking that it is “usually, perhaps always, attached to the 
name of an animal”, although there is such a group of instances. 

In -cUlayU in yayalig süö bulütdulayu yiggay mân (Ht V 320) “Twill 


..y Ves 


(thus!) yig-, in HtTI 637 /AyU appears to have joined a variant of the 


308 Possibly syncopated from *ketsintrâ, from a stem attested in kein, ketdin, ket€, 
ketdâ and kerü (< *ketgârü). 

309 All directive-locative items turn out to appcar in opposite pairs and özü would be 
the counterpart of asra. Another cognate is üstün, discussed in this section. 

310 E.e. Tekin 2003: 78. That 4y4 may have been a secondary form of *r4 was 
assumed already in the EDPT (p.XL) and is argued against by T.Tekin 1996a: 330-31. 
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eguative suffix. Another instance should probabiy read in 
kapilla)vasftudin/ kürlâflgdülâyü ünüp (MaitrH 1 2v21) “leaving 
Kapilavastu like a fugitive'. The personal and the demonstrative 
pronouns also have forms with this extended suffix -CMAyU / -GUlAyU 
(sections 3.131 and 3.132). 


The comitative -/XgU is rare and early; it has not turned up with 
pronouns. We find it in iniligü and (eki ü€ kisi) Higü?!! in the Orkhon 
inscriptions. This form has been linked to the Yakut comitative and to 
Mongolian *-/Ug4 in Gabain 1974: $424317 and Zieme 1969: 254 (n. 
682), later also by Tekin 1991 (who lists all known instances) and 
Stachowski 1995, the last three arguing against other etymologies. 

In Manich&an sources the comitative has the shape -/UWgUn; section 
4.1111 gives examples with unrounded bases. Another instance with 
unrounded base is iki kuflug el/igflâr kamag tegitlârin kuncuylfari)n 
tözünlârinlugun (DreiPrinz 119) “the two blessed kings together with 
all their princes, wives and retinue?; not (for some reason) adhering to 
palatal harmony makes it similar to a postposition. Furthermore, the 
case suffix is here shared by three nouns. The form in the instance 
S(Omnulugun “with the devil” (Xw 4) is therefore no doubt also to be 
interpreted as *-/UgUhn, although its first vowel could here also have 
been taken to be /X/ (since the base ends in a rounded vowel). The Ma- 
nich&an variant shows comitative -/UgU followed by the instrumental 
suffix -(On: The use of the comitative appears to have been getting 
forgotten, demanding an expansion with a well-known case suffix of 
similar meaning. The Yakut comitative */X:n clearly comes from the 
same expansion. Mongolian */UgA is better linked with -/XgU than 
with -/UgUfn), as Mongolian /U/ corresponds to Turkic /X/. Whether 
ortoktHlugu in M 1 12,10 (translated as “teilhabend? in Zieme 1969; 120) 
is an instance of this suffix is not certain: The context o/ âdgü mâyikâ 
ortoklugu bolayan “May | participate in that good happiness” makes it 
possible that this is a variant of the suffix -/Xg. Scholars like Ramstedt 
and Poppe linked Mongolian */Ug4 to the Turkic formative *(Xg, 
which is possible as well. But then, it cannot be excluded cither that 
HXg and -XgU have a common origin, their meanings not being all 
too different: A split could possibly have taken place through the 


311 The brackets indicate the scope of the suffix. 

312 She does not list the form among the case forms, because she takes the forms with 
in to be instrumentals from */Xg. She also mentions an alternant “*/iyi” (which she 
may have thought to contain the possessive suffix) not known to exist. 
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specialization of */(Xg in word formation. If this is indeed so, then 
ortoklugu in M 1 could be the missing link between them. 


An orientational formative *dXn appcars e.g. in üstün köktâ altin 
yagizda (MaitrH XX 1r5) “in the blue (sky) on high and on the brown 
(earth) below”. It should be distinguished from the ablative case ending, 
although the distinction can be difficult to make in practice: They look 
identical when added to unrounded stems. *dXn is added only to the 
pure stem (1.e. never after plural and possessive suffixes) and is itself 
capable of bearing these two suffix classes; e.g. öydüni “its castern side” 
(Tariat W5) or sugdew tastininta “outside Suchou? (ManBuchFrag Il 
2v5) with possessive suffix.3!3 In idtinsiz (TT VII A 4) it precedes a 
formative. It is therefore not a case suffix in the strict sense. One reason 
for mentioning it here (and not among the formatives of section 3.111) 
is semantic; another one is that it is often difficult to tell apart from the 
ablative. Appcaring in all Old Turkic texts, -dXn is in Uygur applied to 
a limited number of deictic nouns such as “north”, “east”, “inside”, “left” 
or *behind”. It has fourfold vowel altemation in all runiform sources 
and in Manichacan texts, except the late Pothi book, which writes 
koptin “everywhere?. PafcFrag 192 also has *dXn in pronominal 
kanyudun “in which direction?, which is clearly archaic also as /ü/ is 
still unchanged here.3!4 In Buddhist Uygur this suffix can appcar as 
*din even in early texts, making it identical with the ablative in shape; 
e.g. yaguk*tinski kop kamag tinliglar “all creatures which are near” 
(MaitrH XV 2v6), kün togsukdinki (MaitrH XV 112) or törtdin yiyak 
(MaitrH XX Irll, 17, Pfahl II 9 etc.) “in all 4 directions”. CF. on the 
other hand öydün küntün buluyda TT 1 142) “in the south-east (or “in 
the cast and in the south”) or kira suvdun yerlârim (SUK Sa12,3) “my 
land, both fallow and beside water”. 

Some opague *dXn forms were metanalysed in later varleties of 
Turkic. Such is üstün “above? < *jiz related to (or coming from) üzâ 
“above”, wrongly given a stem “üst” in the EDPT; it is still spelled as 
üztün in the early Manichaan hymn edited in V4Jb N.F. 16: 221-2 


313 CE also öydünindâ “in its cast” in SUK Sa9,2 and Mi20,6. The glossary to this 
work appcars to consider kündünti / kündinti and öydünti attested there in Sal0, 13 
and 16 to be abbreviations of kündün / öndün yiyak “its southern / castern side”. There is 
no need to make this assumption, although the two types of expressions can clearly 
alternate: Possessive suffixes are often used relationaliy. 

314 We spell the word with ny and not # as we reserve the use of # to the runiform and 
Indic scripts, which have such a letter. 
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(1.10).315 Oarakhanid asfin “beneath? is related to asra and wrongly 
given a stem “asf” in the EDPT and alfin “lower? al < “place beneath? 
(attested in M II 37,4,), wrongly given a stem “a/f” in the EDPT.3!6 
orton, e.g. in iki orton âryâk < “the two middle fingers? (TT V 8,55) or 
orton ânâtkâk elindâ “in the realm of central India” (Ht VII 1791 & 
1891) comes by haplology from orto*dun, attested in M TI 10,12-13, 
(an carly text); the meaning makes it highly unlikely that it should be an 
instrumental form. Cf, also orfon*ki (e.g. Suv 134,1-2, BT VII A 377 
and 382, Maue 1996 24 nr. 9) “the one in the middle”; *£/ is not added 
to the instrumental. Some of the -*dXn nominals have *dXr( forms (cf. 
section 3.31) related to them, which have ablative meaning. 


To sum all this up, Old Turkic nominals had the following 11 active 
and productive case suffixes: nominative, genitive, accusative, dative, 
locative, ablative, instrumental, eguative, directive (fully productive 
only in runiform and Manich&an Old Turkic), partitive-locative and 
similative. The comitative, a 12” case, is neither active nor productive 
and absent from pronoun paradigms. The demonstrative pronouns also 
lack the partitive-locative; the personal and the interrogative pronouns 
both this and the instrumental. The interrogatives further lack the 
similative and the personal pronouns fuse the eguative with the 
similative. The demonstratives thus have 10 case forms, the other 
pronouns 8; this is different from Indo-European languages, where 
pronouns generally have more cases than nouns. The appearance of 
pronouns in the directive case is limited to carly texts, as with nouns. 


3.125. Possesssion * case 

Examples for case suffixes getting added onto possessive suffixes are 
köyltüy-dâ “according to your wish” (Tu 32), sözinlüg(ü)n (Xw 2) 
“with their words” and oglan*iyiztda “among, your (pl.) children” (KT 
SE). In the SudZi inscription (1.9) we have the stretch 
wg'l'n'm:r?dAmr'mnSA:b'wl':, no doubt correctly understood as 
oglanim, ârdâ marsiminsda bol “My sons, be among men like (or “in 


315 An etymology for özâ is proposed earlier in this section in connection with the 
suffix *rA. 

316 Clauson received this view from Gabain 1950a, who took “ar, art, ast” etc. and 
even köt “buttocks” to be instances of a (nonexistent) “-/-Kasus”, Cf. also aldirfi and 
alcak. The UW (entries al TI (9) and al/(a)y) does not trust the reading kum aliya f/iflin- 
in MHI, which is said to be “zerstört”, and would like to assign the word to the lexeme 
alay. However, the present loss of the word?s fourth character may not have taken place 
when Le Cog read it (as he does not mark it), and one would rather expect kumlug alay 
if the word were not to have a possessive suffix. 
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accordance with the precepts of”317) my teacher!”. If this interpretation 
is correct, the eguative suffix was here added to the accusative form of 
the possessive suffix, as happens with pronouns. 

In the nominative, the final /n/ of the 3” person possessive suffix is 
subtracted (as in the nominative of the demonstrative pronoun b0/bun* 
and, in Orkhon Turkic, the collective suffix -(4)gUn). 

The same appears to happen in the instrumental, e.g. in anfa ötrö 
oguz kopixn kâlti (Tut 16) “thereupon the Oguz all came”: Thus upon 
the assumption that this inscription, like other early texts, has the -(X)n 
and not the *((/n variant of the instrumental suffix.3!8 £ün ((â)yri ... 
k(â)ntü yla)r'ok'in k(a)magka y(a)r'otir (M TI 7 Ir 9) “The sun shines 
on everything with its own light”, could also have the possessive fol- 
lowed by the instrumental suffix, but yarokin could, in this context, just 
as well be an accusative form. Also in yarlikanduci köylin ... yarlikayur 
“he decrees with his compassionate mind? (Maitr 26A 18), assuming 
that this is to be analysed as &öy/titn. Gabain 1974: 98 mentions 
“ködügin” (she means küdüg-i-n) as an example for the possessive- 
instrumental seguence. In mumfaki yörügöâ bisrunsar yorisarlar 
adaklarin irklâmâtin ârdinilig vajir tagka axdingali uyur (BT 1 Az 16) 
“If they live by this doctrine, they will be able to climb the jewel-vajra 
mountain Without treading (on it) with their feet” one might want to 
assume the presence of a possessive suffix after */ar but this is not 
certain, The instances in pr(a)tikabut körkin kurtulgu tinliglar ârsâr (U 
II 17,28) “If they are creatures to be saved through the appcarance ofa 
pratyeka-buddha, ..” and kunduylarnin isiz yavaz sakinin 
braxmadate eligkâ yalganturur ârdi (U VI 54,11) “with women's bad 
and vile thoughts” can only be instrumentals. In the Manich&an (and 
presumabily early) fragment U 13913 edited in the note to BT V 175, on 
the other hand, we find the instrumental ending added to the full form 
of the possessive suffix: yarojk tâyri kücinin etmi$ /öfrgin üzâ olorti 


317 This is the editor”s proposal. The Aramaic word mar “master” appears also in 1.7 of 
the same inscription, where it can hardiy be understood in any other way. The term was 
in Central Asia used both by Nestorians and Manich&ans, and the royal Uygur dynasty 
of (present-day) Mongolia had adopted Manich&ism. Buyla Kutlug Yargan, who speaks 
in the 1“ person in this epitaph, says that his father was a Kirghiz. He may have served 
the Uygur Yaglakir dynasty or he may have been Manichean although he was Kirghiz. 

318 We understand the front N in the spelling “kpn? to indicate the presence of the 3" 
person singular possessive suffix. This n” may, however, also be a simple error (of 
which this inseription is not free) for n', in which case the word would simply be 
kop*un. 
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“He sat on the throne which the Light God had created with his 
might”.3!9 

With the genitive marking, the /n/ is a simple one also in that variety 
of Old Turkic which keeps the initial /n/ of this suffix after consonants: 
The shape of the seguence is *(s)/n/y, never “*(5)/nnlıp”. Before the 
eguative, the locative-ablative, the ablative and the comitative case 
endings (and, in early sources, also before postpositions) the 3“ person 
singular possessive suffix appears as *(S5)/n and not *(5)/; e.g. in 
tâyrilâr söz*-intüg(ü)n (Xuast 2) “with the word of the gods”. 

In the dative form, the 3"İ person possessive suffix also has the shape 
*(s5)In. In Orkhon Turkic we appear to get fusion of *(X)y and *(5)/n-* 
with *4g4; as a result, the 2” and 3'İ person possessive morphemes 
with dative ending give *(X)y4 and *(s)/y4 respectively.329 With nouns 
this *g4 is rare before Middle and Modern Turkic, as documented 
above. In Uygur the 3'İ person possessive appears as *(X)y4 in the 
dative, e.g. /utmi$lariya (MaitrH XI 4v10) or katiglanmakiyna (| W A 
265).31 After the Orkhon Turkic 1“ person possessive suffix, the dative 
suffix is -4: We get -(X)mA (e.g. kagantim-a), presumabiy in analogy 
with the 2” person singular. Çuite a number such forms are listed in 
T.Tekin 1968: 131; they were also in use in the Xoitu Tamir graffiti and 
in the inscriptions of the Uygur steppe empire (ogluma in SU E7, âvimâ 
S6, yasima N4). Regular (analogically restored or archaic) *(XJmkA 
forms are, however, found in BO E1l5 (yas*im-ka), e.g. in U MI 37,2 


-(X)mA, a number of times in Yenisey inscriptions: In E147, e.g., we 
find, on the one hand, elimkâ “my country”, oglumka “my sons?” and 
atimka “my horse”, on the other hand kunduyuma “my wife”, ulugum 
kicigimâ “my big and small ones?” and bodunuma bokunuma “my tribe 
and nation?, all governed by bükmâdim “1 have not had enough of”. In 
kuydaki kuncuyumga adrildim “1 parted from my wife at home? in E6,4 
the dative form has the intermediate shape with g'; in kuncuyumgaka in 
E7.4 the scribe probably first wrote g'A, then “corrected” to k'A. 


319 1 would not be so sure as the editor was that this is an error, but it does admittediy 
seem to be isolated. 

320 6z4i4kâ in line a 6 of the military ms. among the Thomsen-Stein documents is 
unclear; note also that the runiform characters for k? and n) are often guite similar. 

321 In the Uygur and Arabic scripts y is spelled as NK, in the Manichacan script as NG; 
in front-harmony words in these script one cannot therefore actually “see? the fusion. It 
is however evident in the runiform and Indic scripts, which have special characters for 
this sound, as well as in back-harmony words in the Semitic scripts. 
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The directive shows the same process, with *-(X)m4rU in the 1“ 
person sg,, (e.g. runiform âvsimârü) 32 4(Y)yArU in the 2"İ, #(s)IyArU 
limited to a morphological process not applying to regular juncture; 
there are many instances such as k'g'n'g'r'w (S xagantgaru, Tuü 20), 
where /n/ and /g/ do not fuse when they are adjacent to cach other. 

The linking of the possesive and accusative suffixes normally gives 
*(ömln, *(X)yln and *(s)In tespectively in the 1“, 2"“ and 3'İ persons 
singular: -(X)mln appears in some Yenisey inscriptions and in Uygur, 
including such runiform mss. such as the IrgB; e.g. nom-um-in isid- “to 
listen to my teaching? (MaitrH XV 2v1), ötügümin bütür- “to carry out 
my reguest” (Ht V 311) or ögümin köyülümin (TT X 462) “my mind and 
heart”; -(XOyln e.g. in kulkuysin (Yosıpas 10) “your slave (acc.) or 
ât'özüyin idalap (Suv 566,13) “sacrifice your body. These forms 
predominate also in Manich&an sources, as listed in Zieme 1969: 106- 
107. In some carly texts, however, the last syllable of the affix 
combinations had /X/ in the 1“ and 2" persons: kizlöndütytün (M II 
nr. 6 1r7) and kâltökümün kertgünzün (DreiPrinz 65) appear in very 
carly texts and Gabain 1974: 98 mentions /örötytün. 

In the runiform inscriptions there is often no explicit vowel in the last 
syllable, so that “fourfold” harmony is likely:33 mBON 11 we should 
presumably read bodun(u)m(u)n terü ... “organising my tribe”, in both 
SU E934 and Tariat W2 b(i)r(i)e(i)m(i)n b(âllgüm(ü)n ... yassi tağka 
yaratdim / yaratitdim “1 affixed my writing and my mark onto a flat 
stone”; cf. also #öröm(ü)n in Tariat W3 and suv(u)m(u)n in Tariat W4. 
Forms from unrounded stems as in “amfi sân ... iSiyin islâgil' tep tedi 
(Suv 600,22) “He said “Now carry out your job? are not relevant for 
establishing the vowel of the accusative suffix since both /1/ and /X/ 
would give /i/ or /1/. In the Orkhon inscriptions there is a single instance 
of n. after unrounded vowel in back-harmonic context, and in SudZi 1.6, 
a relatively late runiform inscription from the period after the Uygur 
kaganate, wg'l'mn?, presumabiy to be read as og/tumtin.325 


322 The /ü/ of the suffix is not explicit. Apparently because of this form and some 
others, Gabain 1974 $$187, 394 and 429 (as well as some other scholars) thought that 
Old Turkic had a case suffix of the shape “trU”; the matter is mentioned where | 
discuss the directive suffix in section 3.124. 

323 The absence of an explicit vowel in one of the Semitic scripts (as often happens in 
Manich&an texts) cannot, however, be interpreted in any such direction. 

324 In his transliteration / transcription Ramstedt writes bİlgümin, which means that 
there is an explicit I, but in his reproduction of the runiform text there is no such letter. 

325 “yoguy koragiyni” “your funeral (acc.)” in Ongin r4 (cf. T.Tekin 1968: 130 and 
Doerfer 1993: 149, where much of the documentation is brought together) is a 
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In the 3'İ person accusative the suffix is practically never rounded; 
körkün, used in this function in U Tl 17,29 and 31 (Kuan), might 
therefore be considered errors (körkin being used with this meaning 
even more often in the same passage). 

The accusative of the plural possessive forms in the carliest Uygur 
texts has the same shape *-Xn as in the singular, e.g. körk'üyüzün ... 
yüz'üynüzân “your face?” in MI 10,7-9, isâydiz(i)n “your task? 10,13, 
öz 'üyüzün “your self” 11,17, ömgâklâ)mâz'in “our suffering? 11,18, all 
in the same text, yerimiz(i)n ... özümüzün üzütümüzün “our place”, “our 
self and soulin Mlll nr. 1lIVr 9-11 or bâgâdmâkâyizliln and 
ârklânmâkiniz(i)n in DreiPrinz 66-67 (which is also Manich&an). In 
Buddhist texts we get *n/, as with the pronouns, already at a guite carly 
stage, e.g. in the Sângim ms. of Maitr and in TT VI. This does not 
exclude *-Xn instances beside *7/, as possibly in Ht 11 454. Examples 
for this and for forms expanded with the plural suffix as ogulaniyizlarni 
can be found in Doerfer 1993: 150. 

Possessive suffix and comitative case appcar in fâyrilâr söztinHügün 
(Xw 2) “with the word of the gods” and iki kutlug elf/ig/lâr kamag 
tegitlârin kunduyllariln tözünlârinlugun (DreiPrinz 119) “the two 
blessed kings together with all their princes, wives and retinue”. This 
last example from a guite carly text is remarkable: The three nouns 
share the case suffix as they would share a postposition. The comitative 
suffix can't have come from a postposition (as has been suggested for 
some of the case suffixes) because it starts with an /W/, which never 
appcars at the beginning of words. It does suggest, however, that the 
case system originally was a two-tier one, as is proposed below in 
section 3.131 in connection with the obligue cases of the personal 
pronouns: The accusative of the possessive form appcears originaliy to 
have been identical with the obligue base. 


3.126. The converter *k/ 

The suffix *4/ has an Orkhon Turkic variant *g/ in fabgadtgi bâglâr in 
KT E7, BO E7:36 4X1 itself happens in Orkhon Turkic to be attested 
only after vowels, with either the locative suffix (e.g. balikdaki “the one 


misreading, as shown by the unpublished documentation of Thomsen and Wulff: There 
isnolat the end and the form is to be read as koragiyin. 

326 Tekin 1968?s reading “cö/*gi” in Tuf 23 (upheld in 2003: 83 with the translation 
“bozkırdaki”) is problematical for reasons given in EDPT 420. The context of yagi 
bod(u)nki k(a)g(a)ngi in Taryat W5 is not clear; possibly, *417 or its variant *g/ could 
originaliy also be added to nominatives with the meaning “the one belonging to”. 


MORPHOLOGY 187 


in the town”) or the directive-locative suffix *r4 / *y4 (e.g. öyrâki “the 
previous one”) or bârü “hither” 327 

In Uygur *&/ converts adverbial phrases, mostly expressing place or 
time, into attributes; it thus functions like a relativising conjunction. In 
tâyri yerintâki tokuzun& kay “the ninth stratum in the land of the gods” 
or tört yiyakdaki eliglâr “the kings in the four regions of the earth? (U II 
23,20) it is added to noun phrases in the locative. However, we also 
find /ört yiyakki burxanflar) (Suv 25,9) “Buddhas in the four 
directions” and kedin yiyakki sukavati atlig yertindü (Suv 46,20) “the 
world called Sukhâvati, which is in the cast” where the same phrase as 
in the previous example lacks the locative suffix. The reason for this 
double behaviour is that yiyak is both a noun and a postposition (see 
section 4.21). In kamagda üstünki arxantlar (MaitrH Y 502) “the 
highest arhats?” and solfinki oytinki “which are on the left and/or on the 
right” we find it with forms in the orientational formative *dXn. kün 
tugsukdunki kapiz (MaitrHami 15 1 a 2) “the castem gate” and kün 
tugsukdunki yel (M TI 9,1,) “the castern wind? show phrases with this 
same formative, while in k£wriyaki yiryaki öyrâki bodun (Tuü 17) “the 
western, northern and eastern nations? the bases of *4/ are variants of 
the directive-locative case suffix *r4. ot(i)raki “the one in the middle” 
(Abhi A 109a9 and elsewhere) comes from orfo “middle” without a 
locative suffix. The absence of a local suffix or a postposition before 
*kl is characteristic of temporal expressions (see below); the late form 
otlilra (<< orto) may possibly have been felt to contain the suffix *r4. 
The ablative also appears as base, in kisilârdinki toz (Ht II 897) “the 
dust coming from the (arriving) persons” or yultuztinki, tokuz esiktinki, 
tadu maxabut bulganmakintinki, darmaxariki tâyrilâr burdinmakintinki 
turmi$ fadajlar “dangers emanating from stars, from the nine 
threshholds, from confusion of the elements (or) from the vexation of 
the dharmâhâraka gods? (Mângi 11-12). 

suv üzâki (MaitrH XX 112) “(ships) which are on water? and /a$fin 
siyarki ... itin siyarki (MaitrH X1 3129-30) “external ... internal?” show 
the element added to postpositional phrases. There are a number of 
examples for ara*ki discussed in the UW entry for it; one instance with 
slightly aberrant meaning is /örf yegirmi f(kolti sani/ yalyuklar araki 
yifllar/ ârtsâr (MaitrH XXV 4v4) “when 14 kofis of years (in use) 
among humans pass”. All the mentioned phrases were local. Saripuir 
birlâki arxant toyunlar (thus!, SP 36) “the arhat monks who (were) 


327 The reading of b” in anta bârüki asok baslig sogdak bodun (Tuf 46) “the Sogdian 
population led by Ağok which is on the hither side (of those mentioned before)” is not 
certain but is likely in view of the context. 
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together with Sâriputra”, however, is not; further examples of birlâki 
appcar in Abhi. In the following involved instance, 447 is added to what 
is a static local expression in the context, although this does not follow 
from the morphology of the form kwvraglarka tâgikilâr: tâyridâki 
yerdâki kök kalik yüzintâkilâr, ... bes yiyaklardaki luo xanlari, tâyrilig 
İuolug sâkiz bölök kuvraglarka tâgikilâr üğün (BTU 1354) “(We 
deflect our punya) for the benefit of those who are in the sky and on 
carth and on the face of heavens, for ..., for the dragon kings in the four 
directions, up to (i.e. including) the ones among the deities and dragons 
who are in the cight classes of crowds”. The locative of *kuvragtlartta 
is deleted through the addition of the dative suffix (since there is no 
case recursivity with nouns) demanded by £âgi: The locative must be 
understood as if it were there, as this is one element (which happens to 
be the last one) in a list of types of creatures located in various places. 

In general, it is the *d4 form without *£7/ which appears in existential 
expressions with bar; in the following instance, however, we find 
*dAkI: yertindüdâki nâdâ ulug yayi künlâr bar... (ms. TULMO 62-U 
5088 guoted in the note to BT V 438) “Whatever there are of great New 
Days in this world, ...”. 

Added to temporal expressions we have e.g. bastinki “the one in the 


ayki “monthly (i.e. applying to a month; examples in the UW entry)”, 
bir künki “pertaining to one day” (Maitr 73v27). In öyrâdin bârüki “the 
one which exists since an carlier time? (BT TI 178) and i/kisizdin bârüki 
“which exist from the beginning of all time (lit. from when there was 
nothing previous)” the suffix is added to a temporal postpositional 
phrase. bo küntâ öydünki ... berim “debts from before this day? (SUK 
Mi5,5) also has a noun phrase as base. In ârftmis üdki “the past one (lit. 
the one pertaining to past time)” and ken kâligmâ üdki “the future one 
(lit. the one pertaining to time to come later)” (BT TI 72 and 141 
respectively) the suffix is added to heads with attributive participles. 
söki (cf. adverbial s64n), ozatki and asnuski all signify “previous”, the 
third e.g. in ağnuski tabgadtdatki oguz türk (SU S9) “the Oguz (and??) 
presumabiy possible only because nouns denoting stretches of time can 
be used adverbally also in the nominative. 


328 Examples for asnuki can be found in the entry of the UW, which also gives a few 
examples for adnominal a$nu. I have here translated adnominal asnuki with the adverb 
“previously”, because the Turkic construction has no verb whereas the synonymous 
English one does. 
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In Abhi there are a number of examples in which *4/ is addedtoa 
clause in âörkân: tugum ko$sulu turur ârkânki üdtâ (270) or bodisatv 
ârkânki üdtâ (2158) “at a time when (Buddha) was (still) a bodhisativa”. 
The form /âg-mâz*kân*ki is especially common, e.g. in Abhi B 1620: 
sorindan ta$ nâcüâ usar ymâ kapgali tâgmâzkânki tâmürüg “as a 
magnetic stone is able to catch a (piece of) iron which it was not in 
contact with. This text being so creative about *4/ we also find 
uzatitki “what has existed for a long time” in Abhi A 1051, coming 
from a petrified converb. 

In ya$suruki isi üzâ kapigiy üyürsâr (TT 1217) “if somebody bores a 
hole in your door because of a secret matter”, the base is a converb 
which is neither local nor temporal, if interpreted correctly. The DLT 
has yasru i$, so that we know that, at least in Oarakhanid, yasru could 
also be used adnominally without *X/. The need for *k/ may, in this 
case, have been the bracketing;: It might have been needed to show that 
yasuru was not gualifying the verb or the whole rest of the clause but 
Just is. 

*kI forms can lose their head, i.e. get recycled: They can then be 
pluralised, as in /a$fin siyardinkilar (At VNI 189) “those who are on the 
outside” or wlusta-ki-lar “the ones in the realm”; above we guoted 
another such instance from BT 11 1354. 

Headless *-£/ forms also get case suffixes, e.g. öyttüntkitg “the 
casternİy one (acc.)” (Maue 1996 nr. 21/34), kalikttaskikni (U 1 69,45, 
with the late or pronominal accusative suffix), kamag yer üzâtkitniy 
kuti kivi (Xw 77-8) “the blessing of everything on earth; /örö 
bitigidâtkitdâ (Suv 547,48) “as in the book on ethics”, bökünkidâ uzun 
(BT V 148) “long as on this day” or firigdâkidâ (KT SE) “as when one 
is alive”. odugtumtdaskitda yegrâk (Suv 125,13) is “better than in my 
waking state”: The first *-d4 is local while the second is governed by 
yegrâk “better. 

With both plural and case suffix: âvdâkilârtin endlik âsânlik ayitu idur 
biz (UigBrief C3) “We are sending (this), inguiring (whether) those at 
home are well and happy”; öyrâkilârnindâ “than that of the previous 
ones” isin Ht VII 199-200 opposed to amtikilarniyda “than that of the 
present ones”. 

*kI forms can be governed by postpositions, e.g. yugant üdtâki tâg 
(MaitrH XX 1r12) “as in the yugânfa age'. öyrâki tâg is in BT XMI 
8,10-12 mistakenly translated as “wie das Vorige”; in fact it signifies 
“as before”: Unlike Germanic or Romance languages, Old Turkic 
postpositions are unable to govem adverbs and therefore need them 
nominalised; cf. Turkish önceki gibi “as before”. 
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nm BTM! 543-545 the possessive suffix (in the accusative case) 

appcars after *k/: “bar ârsâr mâniy azkya ârsâr ymâ münüm kadagim, 
eriylâr omünâylâr” tep, “âtöztdâtkitmtin ârsâr oymâ, 

tilktarkiskm-in ârsâr ymâ, köyültkdâtkitmsin ârsâr ymâ” “He said “If 
I have even a bit of sins, ... criticise and chastise them, be they my 
(sins) of body, of tongue or of heart.” köyülkdötkitmtin means “the 
ones | have which are in the heart”; köyültümtdâtkitni would have 
signified “the ones which are in the my heart”. 

icrâki “inner?, which is in form similar to öyrâki, tâgrâki (e.g. U 1122 
v2) and asraki, is found in adnominal use among other places in KT S2 
-BKN2,BKNI4, MI 17,8 and Xw. idrâki “the internal one” got 
lexicalised and was used as a title in a number of carly Turkic 
languages, also in Eastem Europe. idrâkitkâ (ThS Ta 21) is an example 
for this title in nominal use. The carliest examples appear in the 
Yenisey inscriptions E4, E11,1 and, spelled with G, E37,1. 

ilki “first” is also formed with 44. It is related to the directive form 
ilgârü “forward; eastwards”; their base, a noun documented in 
Oarakhanid, is discussed in footn.572 below. ilkidâ signifies “before” as 
well as “at first” (e.g. in MaitrH XX 14v13 and XXV 3v25), showing 
the meaning which i/4ki must have had originally. Cf. also i/kidâki in 
MaitrH XX Endblatt r2, with recursive *4/. Starting with the DLT 
(though not in all modem Turkic languages) i/ki was metanalysed into 
ilk* 3'İ person possessive suffix.329 

It happens that *4/ phrases are adverbial, e.g. o/ künki bizin asda 
ölürgüli ud koyn toyuz baslap tinliglar (Suv 6,13) “creatures, mainly 
bovines, sheep and pork, which we slaughtered on that day at our meal”. 
The phenomenon should be recognized before the *4/ is emended 
away, as done by Röhrbom for ürdâbârüki tarimis tikmis yeg tiltaglar 
(At VI 184), although this signifies “the good causes planted at an 
carly stage”: This is clearly a case of attraction, but it clearly has some 
linguistic reality behind it. 


3.13. Pronouns 
These differ from other nominals in allowing double case suffixation 


with the demonstrative and interrogative pronouns339 and in generally 
having only two of the four (or five, if one includes (in)definiteness) 


329 Turkish uses it without the final vowel; this misled the EDPT into positing a base 
ilk for Old Turkic. 

330 Note that a case seguence *nXy*tdA is possible also with nouns. #EU/AyU, which — 
rarely — gets added to nouns as well, probably consists of *€4 and */AyU. 
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nominal categories, number and case. Possessive suffixes, representing 
a third category, were in use only with the interrogative kayu “which? 
with the meaning “which of them”. We have also found two correlative 
instances of kimti “who among them”; the near-pronominal noun öz is 
regularly found with possessive suffixes. Some pronouns differ from 
nouns and adjectives also in showing vowel alterations (described 
below) and in having the pronominal 444331, 1“ and 2"“ person personal 
pronouns differ in having a plural suffix -(X)z instead of -Ar, found 
also in the possessive suffixes of these persons (though -*/4r can 
additionally be appended to the 2"İ person plural pronoun). 

Old Turkic has personal pronouns of the 1“ and 2" persons, bân and 
sân, at least two demonstrative pronouns bo “this” and o “that, a 
reflexive pronoun kântü and three interrogative-indefinite pronouns, 
kâöm “who? (nominative in the runiform inscriptions and mss., e.g. 
BlattRun 27; kim elsewhere), nâ “what” and *ka “which”. A few 
additional stems are also discussed in the next sections. All pronouns 
show the category of number and, recursively, the category of case; 
obligue demonstrative forms can be converted to attributive use by the 
element #4. 

bir ikintiskâ “each other, one another” is also, in fact, a pronoun, as it 
stands for noun phrases: It represents the participant group connected 
with cooperative-reciprocal verbs as the reflexive pronoun stands for 
reflexive verbs. Although this element looks as if it contains the dative 
suffix, it is in fact used also if two parties are each other's direct 
objects. bir ikintikâ (e.g. DKPAMPb 527), showing the simple dative of 
the ordinal of “two” is a rare alternant of this: It may possibly have been 
its source; cf. also bir ikinti birlâ (Wettkampf 41-43). 

The declension of pronouns differs to a smaller or greater extent from 
that of nouns. One feature which characterises the declension of all 
pronouns (though not of öz, which isa noun in other senses as well) and 
distinguishes them from nouns and adjectives is the accusative ending 
*nl. From the carliest texts, this ending is found also with a number of 
guantifiers of miscellaneous origin and collectives ending in *(4)gU, in 
accordance with their pro-nominal use. a/ku “al”, e.g., gets the *m/ 
allomorph of the accusative suffix in TT II 16 andin a number of 


331 The stems of demonstrative pronouns and the 3“ person possessive suffix end in 
the consonant /n/, deleted in the nominative. The /n/ appears also when the 3'İ person 
possessive suffix is followed by the antonymy and parallelism suffix *//. With the 
personal pronouns an /n/ element appears in all the forms except in the nominative 
plural. In Orkhon Turkic the stem of the collective suffix *(4)gU is also expanded with 
an /n/ when possessive suffixes follow (cf. OTWF 97). 


192 CHAPTER THREE 


other examples mentioned in UW 101; ef. kamiguni “all (acc.)” (Pothi 
61), ikigüsni “both (acc.)” (Ht IV 748, BT TI A; 33), adinagusni “other 
people? (U 111 4,3,) and yumkini “all of them (acc.)” (Pothi 101). In the 
course of the development of Old Turkic (cf. Erdal 1979) and towards 
modern Turkic languages, *m/ then gradually gets applied to noun 
stems as weli, in late Old Turkic mainly to stems ending in vowels and 
to foreign Words. 


3.131 Personal pronouns 
The personal pronouns for speaker and addressee are the following; 


1 pers. sg. 1“ pers. pl. 2" pers. sg. 2"İpers. pl. 


Nom. bân /mân biz (bizlâr) sân siz, sizlâr 

Gen. bânin/mânin, bizin, biznin (o sânin sizin, SİZNİN, 
minin sizlâmin 

Dat. baya/mana Oo bizinâ,bizkâ saya siziyâ, sizlârkâ 

Acc. bini /mini bizni sini sizni, sizlârmni 

Loc. mintâ, mindâ, bizintâ/bizniti sintâ, sindâ, sizintâ/siznidâ, 
minidâ biznidâ sinidâ sizlârdâ 

Abi. mintin, minidin biznidin sinidin siznidin 

Dir. bayaru/ bizinârü sayaru sizigârü 
mayaru 

Simil. bizinöülâyü siniğülâyü 


We here find a consistent alternation between high and low vowels, 
which we also have with the demonstrative pronouns and possibly with 
kâm “who: low front vowels in the nominative332 and the genitive 
singular, low back vowels in the dative and the directive singular, high 
front vowels everywhere else. mântâ in a letter in HamTouHou 25,2 is 
aberrant.333 I have no doubt that the vowel in bini, mintâ etc., sini, sinfâ 
etc. is (pre)historically the same as that found in biz and siz. bini and 
sini, both spelled with twice |, are attested already in Tui 10. | have met 
minin only in ms. M 657 v3 (guotedinn.to BT V 521; WilkKatMan nr. 
143) and KP 80,2 and minig in HamTouHou 18 (a letter sent from 


332 Note, though, that the nominative singular personal pronouns are usually spelled 
without any vowel, as mn and sn respectively. 

333 It would have fitted well with the theory of Doerfer 1993: 26, who reads the 
accusative form as meni and not mini; he says that the fronting is the result of backward 
raising of the vowels by assimilation (see that in section 21401) and would presumabiy 
take mintâ to have followed by analogy. However, such raising comes up only after the 
inscriptions. 
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Khotan) 1.2; in KP 6,4 mini is spelled as MNY, but the same text has 
MYNY in four other instances.33* Further we find barmagay sin (KP 
19,3) “You will not go” and igdâyü “fâyridi min nomdi min” tegmâkâ 
artizip ... “getting foiled by one who falsely says “Tama man of God; | 
am a preacher”” in the ms. written in Manich&an script of Xw 121; the 
latter pronouns clearly seem to be intended to be understood as clitic, as 
they are written close to the words they follow.335 Their shapes are 
similar to Turkish s/n “you” and Khakas B/n *P, which are both used 
clitically, follow synharmonism and show high vowels. The nominative 
of this pronoun is, in fact, normally written without any vowel in Uygur 
script, which makes it impossible to say how it was pronounced in the 
texts written in that script. Possibly, this defective spelling reflects just 
the variability posited here, though one instance for it is a rather narrow 
base for such an hypothesis.339“ See also n.737 in Zieme 1969, where 
scholarly sources are guoted for min in Middle and Modem Turkic 
languages. These few variants with i could be the result of analogy from 
those forms of this pronoun which do have it: This is what happened in 
those modem Turkic languages where nominative demonstrative bo 
was replaced by bu. In Brahmi texts we have, e.g. kilmas sân (TT VMI 
D32) or barmagay sizlâr (TT VWI E49), which show that these 
pronouns did not follow synharmonism. According to Alyılmaz 2000: 
111, who inspected the stone of Tuü in 1997, 1998 and 1999, Tui 57 
does not have “büntâgi' but bintâgi bar ârsâr “(if a sovereign nation 
anywhere) had someone like me, (what trouble could it encounter?)” 
with explicit 1 in the first syllable.337 bintâg (with possessive suffix 


334 mânsig in BT I D78 is not the accusative of the pronoun but of a noun denoting the 


self, i.e. “the ego”. 

335 In the other ms., written in Uygur writing, both instances are spelled in the normal 
form, as mn, without any explicit vowel. Hamilton transcribes the pronoun in KP 19,3 
as *sen' but there is no justification for a change sân > 'sen'; mln and sin could come 
from analogy with the accusative, locative, ablative and similative forms. 

336 The note a reader who says he came from China added with a brush to the 
Manich&an ms. edited in M I 23-29 has the phrase yazukta kfâ)dirmin “I am 
overcoming sin” and even min “TV starting a sentence. These instances cannot be taken 
as evidence for Manich&an Uygur as the person also has an imperative with s instead of 
z, yla)ri(i)kla)sunlar (and uses the ablative with *4/n and not *44n). What is noteworthy 
concermning the two instances in the Xw ms. and k(â)dirmin is that in all three cases the 
syllable preceding the pronoun with a high vowel shows /&/: This consonant may be 
responsible for the high vowels, as well as for the irregular vowel of the aorist suffix, 
which should be -âr. 

337 Tekin 1968 translated “bümtögi' as “such a man”, assuming backward fronting 
assimilation, but such assimilation is nowhere attested cither with /âg or in any other 
way; in antag < ant tâg and montag < mont tâg there is forward assimilation, the 
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referring to a nation), is similar to monfag “like this”, antag “like that? 
and sizintâg “like you” (ChristManManus, Manich&an fragment r10) in 
being constructed on the obligue base; had the base been the 
(syncopated) accusative form, the latter would have had to be “siznifâg' 
(since the accusative of siz is sizni though the locative is sizintâ and the 
dative siziyâ). Had montag (of which we have at least 11 Brâhmi 
examples) been derived from the accusative muni, its vowel would have 
been /W/ and not /0/. 

The change to back vowels in the singular dative and the directive, not 
found in any other paradigm, may be secondarily due to the influence of 
the velar element in the case suffixes; the idea of Doerfer 1977 that 
these forms came from the agglutination of a dative element ga seems 
groundless. The only place where the dative of sân is found in the 
runiform inscriptions is in Tuf 32, and it is there spelled with s7.33 
baya and bayaru (both Tuü) are both written with b'.339 söyâ and saya 
would be indistinguishable in the Semitic scripts used by the Uygurs. 
The only instance of the dative of sân in an Uygur text written inan 
Indic writing system is in Maue 1996 20 nr. 22, a source centuries later 
than the Orkhon inscriptions; there the word is spelled as saya. 
Directive forms of sân and bân appcar not to be attested in Indic writing 
systems. Although the Tui instance is isolated, one could have taken it 
as good evidence since the text may be the oldest extant Turkic source 
we have. However, we find that this same inscription occasionally uses 
s” also in words absolutely known to belong to back harmony such as 
bolsar, savin, savig and sakintim, the other consonants in these words 
being spelled with the back harmony letters. The s” of the dative of the 
2" person singular pronoun in this inscription is there of no 
significance in view of the absence of other evidence for a front 
pronunciation. 


normal process for Turkic. Aalto writes “Taugenichtse (2)”, which does not fit any 
known Old Turkic lexeme. 

338 The other letters in the word, 9 and A, do not distinguish between back and front 
harmony in the runiform inscriptions from Mongolia. 

339 Gabain 1974: 9l refers to a place in Radloff's edition of the Yenisey inscriptions 
for a putative instance of bâyâ. This is E9,3, for which Orkun instead (referring to the 
Finnish Atlas) proposes the reading bâyüsü yok âirmis; he is followed by Vasiliev in his 
atlas. Kurt Vulffs unpublished materials have bâyüsi yok ârmis. The inscription is dealt 
with by Kormuğin 1997. mAnA of the other runiform inscriptions gives no information 
on this matter, as the character inventory for those inscriptions has the same character 
for m and y in back and front contexts; mayaru in HamTouHou 26,10 in Uygur writing 
could have been read with front vowels as well (as in fact done by the editor). Cf. 
fürther mayaru / mânârü kâlip in Vimala 494. 
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The OB has six examples of a dative form sayar “to you” beside saya, 
which presumabiy resulted from analogy with the demonstrative 
pronouns (Which serve for the 3'İ person); the recourse to five of these 
appcars to have been metre or rhyme related. 

A characteristic of the personal pronouns is the plural morpheme 
*(X)z (found also in the possessive suffixes), but x/4r is also already 
present in all varieties of Uygur. There are a number of instances of 
sizlâr beside siz but hardly any bizlâr beside biz; the former form is 
found e.g. in Ul 6,2 (Magier; bulsar sizlâr) and 43,7, TT ULI 77 
(ötlâsâr sizlâr) or MaitrH XI 312. In obligue cases we have e.g. sizlârni 
birlâ (U W A 81), sizlârdâ in ablative meaning in early sizlârdâ almi$ 
agu (M119,15) “the poison taken from you (pl.)”, sizlârn(i)y in Yosıpas 
11.1 have met bizlâr only in SUK Mi13,1, a collective receipt, andina 
late Uygur inscription (Petlnscr). The reason for the difference between 
the 1“ and 2"İ persons is that siz is mostly used for the polite singular, 
sizlâr becoming necessary for referring to the 2" person plural (polite 
or not). 

The genitive of biz appcars both as bizin and as bizniy: Orkhon 
Turkic, Manich&an texts, sources in Sogdian script (which have some 
pre-classical characteristics) all have biziy, as do Buddhist texts in 
general (e.g. in BT XII 12Er4, TTIV A24andB37 and 41); bizniy 
crops up here and there, however, mostly in late sources (e.g. TT VII) 
but also in Manich&an and carly Xw 8 (one among three mss.; the other 
two missing). sizniy is even rarer than bizniy:3“0 The Suv has 13 
examples of bizin and 34 of siziy as against only one each of bizniy and 
siznin; siziy also appears e.g. in DreiPrinz 66, TT ILI 17, 19, 23 and49 
or Pothi 95. The “pronominal n” was clearly originally not part of these 
genitives; the longer forms must be related to the replacement of *(n)Xy 
by *-nXy as genitive suffix. 

Above we discussed the form siztlâr. In very late texts that can be 
replaced by sânlâr, and we have silâr and silârniy in HamTouHou 21,4 
and silörni in KP 76,3 and 5. silâr probabiy does not result from a 
phonetic dropping of /z/ but from the replacement of the pronominal 
plural marker *(Wz by the much more 'regular?” Ar. 

bân, bini “I, me? and biz “we? share their b* with bo, the demonstrative 
of close deixis (presumabily pointing at the domain of the speaker) and 
bârü “hither; since”, which signals movement towards the “here and 
now of the speaker. The “un would then be the “pronominal 47? absent 


340 What is read as sizn(â)ng in M1 10,11 and crops up as sizn(i)y in Gabain 1974: 92 
can just as well be read as sizây, with the vowel lowering occasionally found in pre- 
classical sources. 
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in biz and siz, normally characteristic of obligue cases; I take it to have 
been introduced into bân by analogy.*! This element does, however, 
reappear in the obligue forms of the plural personal pronouns, unlike 
the plural demonstratives.3* 

The ablative, the locative-ablative and the similative are partly 
constructed on an intercalatory element 44/* identical with the 
pronominal accusative ending; thus e.g. sinidin U Il 48,11, minidâ 
SUK Ad2.I1, sinidâ TT 1126or UM 83,3, biznidâ Suv 433,22 and 
6l1,1l or U IV A 267. This element appears also before the suffixes 
HXg and *sXz, which we have assigned to word formation: We have 
biznilig erine tinl(i)glar (UigOn TI B 13) “us poor creatures” and, with 
the demonstrative to be dealt with straightway, munisiz (ETŞ 12.47) 
“without this”.35 However, I assume mintin in mintin adril- in 
DKPAMPb 866, coming from the obligue base and not the accusative, 
to be the original form.3“* 

The directive, dative and partly the locative-ablative and the 
similative of plural personal pronouns have *Xn* instead; e.g. siziyâ in 
Milnr.6l1r3,or TTILI 73, bizlilyârü in Xw 166 (all three mss.), 
siziyârü twice in the fragment guoted in the note to BT V 175 and six 
times in Ml nr. 9. -Xn* turns up also in the postpositional phrase 
sizintâg “like you” (ChristManManus, Manich&an fragment r 10). We 
have bizintâ in M 133,20 and sizintâ in M1 10,5; biznidâ is guoted 
above and siznidâ is the general form. One could, with Doerfer 1992 
(and with Nauta 1969 guoted by him) speak of this 979 element as 
forming an obligue stem (in the manner of Tokharian or Romani, which 
have two-tier case systems). However, an alternation between *n, *Xn 


341 The Proto-Turkic nominatives of “1 and “you” might have been *bâ and *sâ; the 
vowel of Bolgar-Chuvash *bi and *si apparently comes from a different analogy with 
the obligue stems. 

342 The dative was read as bizkâ in Yenisey E36,2; however, according to Wulff's 

unpublished material the stone shows bizk'l (perhaps biz âki “we two”). This 
inscription was not dealt with by Kormusin 1997. Two late instances of bizkâ are 
mentioned below. 
The form s(i)zâ mentioned as dative in Gabain 1974: 92 and said to appcar in Yenisey 
inscriptions is to be read as âsiz-â “oh, alas!?, as pointed out by T. Tekin 1964. (The 
interjection (ya, dealt with in section 3.4 below, appears to have followed vowel 
harmony in Yenisey Turkic though not in Uygur.) Besides, the Old Turkic dative suffix 
is not *4 but *X44. Nor does a form sizdâ, egually mentioned by Gabain on this page 
with the mark “(Yen)”, appear in the indices of Orkun 1936-41 or Kormuğin 1997 or in 
the DTS. 

343 CE also mânsiz in BT VEL B 124 and 151 and several times in BT. 

344 sintâ in Suv 680,11 is from Buyan Âvirmâk, a passage added to the text at a much 
later stage. 
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and *n/ is found also in the accusative ending of the nominal possessive 
forms (discussed at the end of section 3.124); there it appcars after the 
possessive suffix and can hardiy have anything to do with an “obligue 
stem”. The regular dative of biz is biziyâ; in two economical texts (SUK 
WP1,8 and Mi30,2) we find bizkâ (both very clear on the facss.). 

In Çarakhanid Turkic, postpositions which govern the nominative of 
nouns govem cither the accusative of pronouns (as happens in other 
corpuses of Old Turkic) or their genitive (as e.g. in Turkish). We also 
find there that there is söniydâ beside sinidâ, sânindin beside sinidin, 
and even sâniysiz; aninda, aniydin and aninsiz; biziydâ beside bizdâ; 
muniyda and muniydin and so forth. The genitive as base for secondary 
cases comes into extensive use only in Oarakhanid and is by Ata 2002: 
67 documented from Middle Turkic; it does however exist in late 
Uygur as well: There is biziyfâ ulati in Abhi 1224, biziytâkidâ Abhi 
2297 and biziydilâyü several times in the Petersburg ms. of the Suv. Cf. 
the hapax aniydin ken “thereafter? in Suv 26,18.3 There is no need for 
accusative or genitive content here (unlike case doubling among the 
demonstrative and interrogative pronouns). It therefore really looks as if 
the base of concrete cases is identical with the base for postpositions; 
whether this is a secondary phenomenon which came about through 
analogy or whether it comes from the time when some of these case 
endings were postpositions is hard to decide. 

Additional locative forms are sinfâdâ e.g. in sintâdâ adin “different 
from you” (U IV C87) and sintâdâ öyi (TT X 466), sintidâ in sintidâ 
öyrâ “before you” (Suv 626,5); the element *dX* presumabiy comes 
from the raising of *d4 but I have no convincing explanation for why 
the locative-ablative suffix should appear doubly. mindidâ has been 
read in U IV D86 and translated “von mir”. However, this form looks 
identical and needs to be distinguished from mindida / mintida / 
mintada, which is a variant of muntada, from bo (discussed in section 
3.132). The translation “(from) here” cannot be guite excluded for U IV 
D86; in Maitr 187r11-12, however, the meaning seems to be rather 
certain: kop kamag tinlig,larag ... tuta tâgintim. anlulayu ymâ sân 
mintidâ kamag tinliglarag uruncak tutgil “Here, similarly, please 
acccept from me all the creatures in trust”. 

mintirdin “from me? (BT VMI B 49) and sindirtin (Suv 428,11) in 
sindirtin bo nom ârdinig âsidtâdilâr “those who hear this jewel of a 
sütra from you” are built on an element *dXr* best attested with the 
demonstrative pronouns. 


345 müniyniy in SUK Ad3,14 is possibiy not an error for mâniy, as assumed by the 


editors, but related to the late use of the genitive as obligue base. 
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biziydilâyü in Suv 425,15, 431,14 and 434,4 is clearly a late form, 
reflecting the Middle Turkic replacement of the accusative form by the 
genitive before postpositions; the parallel Berlin fragment U 580 v16 
(which is centuries older than the Petersburg ms.) instead of the 
instance in 425,15 writes bizindülâyü, which is what we expect. Instead 
of siznicilâyü in Suv 497,13, the Berlin ms. U 752 13 has sinidülâyü 
(with *cU*), which must be the original form. All the similative forms 
mentioned above presumabiy come from *6c4HAyU; we find the 
similarly formed anculayu and mundulayu among the demonstrative 
pronouns, but there we also have anilayu and munilayu based on the 
accusatives. Ottoman has bencileyin "like me? and bunculayin 'like this” 
and the Kada dialect of Khakas has *dğili < *dZilayu etc. added to 
nouns. İt is unclear how *-6U4 can be connected with *G4; an 
“altemation” A / U would not make sense in the Old Turkic 
phonological context. 

bolar ikigü mâniylâr ol (U NI 27,16) signifies “these two are both 
mine; it shows that the plural suffix can follow the genitive form ofa 
personal pronoun for the sake of agreement with the topic. 

No instrumental or eguative forms of the personal pronouns appcar to 
have turned up in Old Turkic; sânin and mândâ are, however, attested 
in Middle Turkic (Ata 2002: 67). 

bân, bini, bânin, bana and bayaru are attested only in a part of the 
runiform inscriptions, all other Old Turkic sources showing 7/19. The 
Tufokok inseription shows mân instead of bân as subject pronoun 
following upon verb forms; e.g. b(â)n (a)nda t(e)r mfâ)n (37) “As for 
me, | say the following”. It has 17 instances of bân and 5 instances of 
müân (all after /e-r) used in this way. This is the only certain difference 
in Old Turkic between personal pronouns in independent and 
postverbal use; this does not yet foreshadow the personal pronouns? 
subseguent reduction to suffix status in the latter position. The 
doubtlessiy later Tariat inscription, on the other hand, still writes k£ödlâr 
bön (W4). Doerfer 1994: 111 has dealt with the inscriptional evidence 
for this matter. 

This postverbal use of pronouns appears to be obligatory with verb 
forms not having morphological person, as the aorist or the future 
forms. We sometimes find such pronouns also with verb forms with 
morphological person expression, as biz in the following: küdümüz bir 
ikinti birlâ sinalim biz “Let us compete with each other in strength? 
(Wettkampf 41-43). 
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3.132 Demonstratives 

Old Turkic has two active demonstrative pronouns and paradigm 
fragments of a third one (mentioned below);3“ their forms are the 
following;:3*7 


“this? “these” “that” “those? 
Nom. bo bolar ol olar 
Gen. o munuy/ monun bolamin anin olamnin 
Dat. muyar /muya (o bolarka(OB) ayar/aya olarka 
Acc. o buni/muni bolami ani olami 
Loc. bunta /munta (o bolarta anta olarta 
Abi. muntin bolardin (OB) antin olardin(OB) 
Instr. o munun anin olaran 
Egu. Oo bunda /muna anda, aniğa 
Dir. (bârü) ayaru olargaru 
Simil. o munilayu anilayu 


The singular obligue pronouns have the so-called pronominal *n4* 
before the suffix.3*5“ There are, then, obligue stems buns and an* 
differing from the nominative stems bo and ol; bo and bun* also differ 
in the vowel, alternating like the personal pronoun. The possessive 
suffixes of the 3'İ person show the obligue pronominal /W/ as the 
demonstratives do.3* In Uygur, the b becomes m when a nasal follows; 
this replacement did not yet take place in the inscriptions of the Uygur 
steppe empire, as shown e.g. in bunda in Tariat W 2. The // in the 


346 A demonstrative $o ”dieser dort,” which is by Gabain 1974: 94 (page top) said to 
tum up as Sunda in the Yenisey inscriptions, does not exist. The author found this in 
Radloffs “Glossar zu den Inschriften am Jenissei” (Radloff 1987: 373-4), which refers 
to E28 VIl and E38 1. The first is to be read as alfun soya yi$ kâyiki “the game of the 
Altun Soya (or Suya) mountain forest”, the second as al((u)n soya kâlip “coming to 
Altun Soya” (no doubt the same place as the one mentioned in E28). Radloff did not 
distinguish between the round n' and the diamond shaped n”d. Turkish şu comes from 
the presentative oş coupled with the pronoun o; Ottoman also has ş0/ < oş ol. 

347 Forms generated by double case marking are mentioned further on. The Uygur 
singular obligue forms of o/ are extensively documented in the UW; no instances will 
therefore be mentioned here. 

348 Munkâcsi 1919: 125 has pointed out that the Uralic languages also have a 
pronominal *n which appears only with the singular forms. Cf. the *n which is added 
to Mongolic nouns in the singular but is replaced by tf in the plural. 

349 The Yakut suffix vowel alternation b4s--a “his head, nominative?, bas--in accusa- 
tive seems to preserve an original alternation as found in the Old Turkic pronouns 
between bo (low vowel) and bun* (high vowel) and perhaps kâm / kimni. 
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dative singular, which reminds one of the directive,359 is limited to the 
demonstratives: The runiform inscriptions have ayar, not aya; ayar is 
also the general form in Manich&an texts, e.g. in DreiPrinz 27. In 
Buddhist texts there is a fluctuation between the two forms; cf. UW 
162a. muyar is attested in M 1 23,8, also in Ht and DLT. The forms 
ayar and muyar are older than the forms without /1/; the latter were no 
doubt created in analogy to the personal pronouns (especialIy since the 
demonstratives were used for the 3'İ person). The variants muya and 
ana occur in late Uygur texts (e.g. muya in BTTI A, 24, aya in Pothi 
162, which is Manichaan but late).5! muyar and ayar are still to be 
found in Muslim Middle Turkic texts (Ata 2002: 62); when OB 3475 
writes muya, that is for the sake of rhyme with maya. The /1/ is attested 
also in the Codex Comanicus and lives on in Tatar and also appears in 
the dative of the Yakut possessive suffixes. 

The directive ayaru is attested once in the Tufi inscription (1.20) but is 
absent from Oarakhanid and very rare in Uygur; the UW entry mentions 
only two instances and the reading of one of these is said to be 
uncertain. Forms like ingaru, which comes from an alternative but 
obsolete pronominal stem, are discussed below. 

The instrumental of bo is munun in M Il nr. 30 r 5 but munin in the 
OB. munun signifies “herewith? whereas anin means “therefore”. 

The only case form which appcars not to be attested in the singular is 
the directive of bo. This may not be a coincidence: bârü “hither? may be 
the half-suppletive missing directive. This word has a long vowel in 
Turkmen (though not in Khaladj), which would speak for a contraction 
of the stem with the directive suffix.*52 Examples such as bârü esidin siz 
braxmayu (MaitrH XI 15123) “Listen here, you, Brahmâyu!? also speak 
for this interpretation of bârü. 

The similative is regularly based on muni and ani, the forms identical 
with the accusative but also found with postpositions and, in munisiz 


35 would not be correct to call ayar “ein alter Dir(ektiv)”, as done in UW 162a, as 
the directive suffix never drops its final vowel. Even if there really is only a single Old 
Turkic instance of ayaru attested (as stated in the entry for this form in the 1981 fascicle 
ofthe UW) the Tui inscription has both ayar and ayaru. 

351 In the UW entry for aya (which also documents ayar) we read: “ayar ist auch in 
spâten Texten (z.B. BT II) belegt und taugt nicht zur Charakterisierung eines Textes als 
früh oder relativ früh (gegen M. Erdal: Voice and case in Old Turkish. Diss. phil. 
Jerusalem 1976. Bd.1. 77m.). Man vergleiche auch die Verwendung von aya und ayar 
im gleichen Kont. in Suv ...”: While ayar indeed does not characterise a text as 
(relatively) early, the presence of aya does appear to characterise it as rather late. 

352 The idea that bârü could have come from a contraction with the directive suffix 
*gArU was already expressed by Bang 19109 ff.. 
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(ETŞ 12,47), before the privative formative. Besides, anca has a rare 
variant anitda (cf. UW). The personal pronoun also appears in the 
accusative form when serving as base to another common formative, in 
biznilig (guoted above). Concerming the similative, the use of an 
accusative as stem might be related to the fact that -/4yU comes from a 
formative, -/4-, which forms denominal verbs. 

montag “like this?” and antag “like that” (in the UW documented on 
five pages) can both also be translated as “such”. Their source is the 
demonstrative obligue stem with the postposition /âg like”, here 
asimilated by synharmonism. Both by stem form and harmony, these 
are in fact case forms. monfag and anfag are used nominally and 
adnominally, whereas similative munilayu “thus” and anilayu (always 
with the particle ok, signifying “in that same way?) are in adverbial use. 

antag antag “such and such” serves for alluding to the content of 
verbal messages, e.g. in Suv 603,11 and twice in Suv 14,11-12: örklig 
xan ani alip okidokta anta antag antag sav ünti: antag antag küntâ ... 
özlüglârig ölürmi$ ücün ökünüp tuyunup ... “When the ruler of the 
Underworld opened it and read it, such and such a content emerged 
from it: On such and such a day he was sorry for and repented for 
having killed living beings ...”. Another such element is bo monfag in 
birök ... nâ nâgü is islâgâli ugrasar ol ugurda “bo montag tül tüsâyök 
mân” tep sözlâyür ârdi (U WI 54,15) “Whenever she intended to 
commit something ... she used to say “I have just had such and such a 
dream”: The narrator does not wish to supply the contents of gucen 
Bhadrâ's purported dreams but still wants to paint a vivid picture of her 
behaviour. 

The demonstrative conjunction ancip “doing that, thereupon” appcars 
to have come about through the addition of the converb suffix -(00p to 
an*c(a).353 Tt has turmed up only in runiform sources, in the inscriptions 
of the Uygur steppe empire (SU E7 & 8, WI & 4 and Tes 8 & 14) and 
in the epilogue to the IrgB. andip disappeared at an carly stage; Uygur 
on in this section) would similarly have come from inda with the same 
converb suffix. The uses and meanings of both words are discussed in 
section 3.33. 


353 The EDPT assumes a contraction from anda âr-ip as the source of this form. Such 
far-reaching contractions are not otherwise known from the Old (or Proto-) Turkic 
stage. Phonic regularity can, admittediy, not be expected when a conjunction (which 
tends to be a relatively short element) is to be derived from a pronoun; but neither can 
word-class regularity; An unusual necessity as the creation of a demonstrative 
conjunction can also have stretched morphology to an unusual feat. 
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andaginda “then, thereupon, in the meantime? appcars to have been 
formed in similar fashion: It probably comes from anca and the 
temporal converb suffix -g/nc4, which has the meaning “until? with 
perfective verbs. The word is spelled with T in Manich&an writing, 
which has no similarity to heh; this means that it does not come from 
ancak (< anda ok). The three instances guoted in the UW entry for 
andaginda spell it with double-dotted heh in Uygur writing, which 
would speak for a voiceless velar, but the Manich&an instance is more 
dependable for etymology; ancak might have had a secondary 
analogical influence. The phrase andaginda kan is discussed in section 
3.34. 

The presentative interjections muna and ona or una (not attested in 
any script which would enable a choice between /0/ and /w) are 
discussed in section 3.4; see below in this section for a possible 
instance of a similarly formed ina. These elements are not datives, as 
one might think, as there is no evidence for the dative suffix to have 
lost its velar in Old Turkic; they may, however, be remnants of some 
prehistoric case form. 

The plural demonstrative pronouns (e.g. olargaru in ManUigFrag r 
11, olarni in Pothi 99, olarka in Pothi 165 and 227, olaran in 
ManTraktNeu p.93, olarniy and olarfa guite a number of times in Abhi, 
etc.) are not found in the runiform inscriptions, except perhaps a single 
instance of olar. This reminds one of the fact that, in the earliest texts, 
the singular possessive suffix is used also for pluralic possessors. olar is 
never spelled with two Ls; there is therefore a (slight) possibility that 
the /V/ in the singular form o, which stands alone in the whole 
pronominal domain, comes from a back-formation of the plural form. 
The process /11/ > /1/ (documented in section 2.405) is, however, clearly 
an carly one and elig “king” < e/Hig is never spelled with LL cither. 

Forms with double case suffixation having *c4 as first element are 
muncada (M Il 5,8,) and ancada “then? (usually spelled with 74 and 
correlating with nâcâdâ “when), mundulayu (see OTWF 410 for 
examples) and anculayu “thus” with raised middle vowels, mundan (Ht 
V 21,3) and andan “a bit; gradually?,354 and andaka, which is attested 


354 The UW states that andan comes from its anca Il, which it translates as “diese Zeit, 
jJene Zeit”. By meaning, however, this word accords with the one mentioned for anca 
under (1) A, b, viz. “a little bit” (the instrumental suffix is added to this merely to signal 
adverbial use). ancakya “Just a little bit” (which also has an entry in the UW), also 
comes from this same anca and not from Röhrborn”s anca II. He should therefore cither 
posit a second autonomous anda or review the procedure of assuming autonomy 
whenever a pronoun appcars with double case suffixation. 
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only in the common phrase andaka tâgi “ill then? (always spelled as 
one word). It remains unclear what relationship there is between 
andulayu and andula, a rare Manichaan synonym used in correlation 
with kalfi. Im andcada bârü (DKPAMPb 641) and andadin bârü,355 
mundada bârü (M Il 5,8) “since this much time? or andada ken (Suv 
625,21) “from then on, the second suffix is govered by the 
postposition. Uygur evidence for the anda* and anta* forms can be 
found in the UW. One might expect ancada bârü to signify something 
like “after all that time” whereas antada bârü is “since then”. 

mundirtin (Kuan, TT VMI) and muntiran (e.g. Ht Tl 155), andirtin 
“from there” and andiran (also antran e.g. in MaitrH XX 14r7, antiran, 
antaran &.g. in MaitrH Y 230) “from there, away; thereafter?” show an 
intercalary element *d/r* which has no independent existence in 
Turkic; ef. *dUr, the main variant of the dative suffix in Mongolic.356 
This element is attested also in mintirtin “from me? and sindirtin “from 
you”, where it is added to personal pronouns, and in the interrogative 
kantiran / kantaran “from where”. Outside the pronominal domain we 
have a small group of *-dXri/ forms from local bases discussed in 
section 3.31, üstürti “from above”, idtirti “innerly”, kedirti “from behind? 
and öydürti “from the front”; idtirtin ünmis “emerged from inside (the 
palace)” in At VII 1113 has the ablative suffix instead.357 The suffix in 
kün-tüz “during daytime” seems to be the only case where it appcars by 
itself, with word-final zetacism. The exact semantic or functional 
difference between the demonstratives with *d/r/4Xr4 and their simple 
ablative forms remains unclear. It is noteworthy that the dative is the 
only primary adverbial case form not used as first element in any 
double-case seguence of demonstrative pronouns; Old Turkic *dXri / 
*dirş might thus originally have been an allomorph of the dative suffix, 
which it is in Mongolic. 

The accusative is not involved in any case suffix seguence in this 
sense, but serves as obligue base.358 


355 Probabiy to be read in a document referred to in UW under anindinbârü. 

356 /U/ is the regular Mongolic cognate of /X/ while the Turkic instances point towards 
/W/ in their suffix when added to demonstratives (unless the rounding in the second 
syllable is secondary). Cf. *dXr below; neither that nor the forms with the personal 
pronouns, nor kün-tüz “during the day” speak for /1/. 

357 fastifrjtin kâlip “coming from outside” has been restituted by the editors in MaitrH 
Y 164. This conjecture must remain guestionable in view of /a$dindan / tasdindin with 
exactly the same meaning in the SU inscription. 

358 munilayu and anilayu are here not treated as double-case forms, as we have no 
HİAyU derivates from the simple bases, as other pronouns use the acusative form as 
obligue base and as the presence of the accusative morpheme can hardiy have been 
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The most “combinable” case suffix with demonstrative pronouns 
appcars to be *d4,35 from which we have antada “there” (documented 
in the UW) and mundada “here” (Abhi A 3071 together with andada). 
antada is “there; then; but the second 4-d4 can also be ablatival, in the 
comparative construction when followed by an adjective, and in antada 
bârü “from then on, since then”. antadata bârü, which is a hapax in the 
Xw, is cither an error or it follows the logic of linking the construction 
of antada bârü with the meaning “then” of antada. Beside muntadan (M 
TI 23,9) and antadan or antadin (Tes 13, a runiform inscription; third 
vowel not explicit) we have the much more common muntada 
(nuntuda in KP 34,8 and 37,4) “herefrom”. It is often (Maitr) governed 
by &en with the meaning “hereafter?, by öyrâ to give “before”, by üstün 
to give “above this”, by inaru to give “beyond this”, by wafi (also in BT 
TI 623 and 1315 and often Suv and Tattvârtha) to give “beside this”; in 
Suv and Tattvârtha we often find muntada adin meaning “except this”. 
Some of these expressions are found also with a variant mintada, e.g. 
mintada adin in one of the two mss. in Suv 9,1, minfada ken in Maitr 
136r5 and MaitrH XIII 4v19, minfida in/fafru in Maitr 8v27, mintada 
ozmi$ kutrulmis ârmâz sân “you have not (yet) been saved from this 
situation” in Maitr 116 v9, bilgâ biligin mintada utdun yegâdtin (UN 
21,11) “With wisdom you have succeeded in this matter”. In his Maitr 
edition, Ş. Tekin had translated the Maitr 136r5 instance as “an meiner 
Stelle” 369 and the Maitr 8v27 instance as “von mir an”, as he read the 
word 1 have transcribed as minfada / mintida as mintâdâ / mintidâ and 
thought it was an obligue form of mân *V; mindidâ does indeed exist 
(e.g. in Maitr 187r11 guoted in the previous section), and the only thing 
which makes this reading less likely here is the context. 

The hapax aniydin in Suv 26,18 appears to be governed by ken, the 
phrase signifying “thereafter” 3“! If this is not a copyists error for 


motivated by government or by meaning. Concerning the dative cf. ömditgâtdâ in 
Rabgüzi 171,18 as guoted by Schinkewitsch 1926: 24. 

359 Turkish in fact has a similar combinability, with o*ratda, otratdan etc. formed 
from a base signifying “there?. The UW uses the term “Hypostase” for the first element; 
that would imply that the stem * first case suffix are eguivalent to a nominative, Which 
is not the case when considered from a content point of view. Rather, the Old Turkic 
state of affairs has something of the prepositional combinability we see in English /rom 
under the table. 

360 This is also the translation supplied by Geng et al. for MaitrH XI, 4v19. 

361 After aniydin there is a hole for the cord binding the leaves together, and it has 
been thought that there is a lacuna between that hole and ken. The ablative must, 
however, have been governed by ken (the passage is not otherwise fragmentary, as 
written in the UW), and it seems possible that nothing was written in that torn stretch. 
Zieme in AY I writes aniydin (asu) kin and translates “davor (?) (oder) danach” but I 
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andadin, it might follow the late replacement of the accusative of 
pronouns by their genitive when governed by postpositions. 

anta and munta are made adnominal with --4/, the converter discussed 
in section 3.126. Examples for antaki can be found in the UW; an 
example for muntaki is muntaki yörüg (BT 1 Az 15) “the interpretation 
to be found in this”. -k£/ can, of course, be added also to plural 
demonstratives, as in boslarifatkitg in Abhi A 727; this form also 
shows that the *4/ expansion of a pronoun need not get the pronominal 
variant of the accusative suffix (1.e. -n)). 

In view of pronominal forms like mintada “from here on” (the variant 
of muntada documented above) and bo künta minca “from today on” 
(SUK WP2,8 etc. and Murtug 9; some examples of mina are guoted in 
the note to this latter) alternating withs bo küntin minca (SUK Sa11,7 
and 12,8 and 12) it seems conceivable that the rounding of the first 
vowel in the obligue forms muni etc. should be secondary and due to 
the rounding effect of the onset labial consonant.3“? The stems *bin* 
and *bun* could, however, also have been distinct, as int differed 
from ant. Cİ. also mintfa ken “from now on” in SUK WP1,4: This isa 
demonstrative if it signifies hereafter?” but a personal pronoun if it 
signifles “after me?.3“3 An additional form of the stem min*, with the 
orientational formative *dXn, is found in the phrase infin mintin ikidinki 
yer oronlar (ms. Mz 704 v15) “the places on both sides, this side and 
that side” and presumabiy became also part of the petrified phrase ây 
mintin documented in UW 388.364 

ol is often used also as 3'İ person pronoun to express verbal agency 
(discussed in section 3.22); in this function its use blends over into 
being a copula (cf. section 3.29). The phrase anta munta (e.g. 
DKPAMPb 1184) signifies “in all sorts of places”; it thus lost its 
demonstrative force and got lexicalised. 


Beside the stems bo / bun and an* (and possibly *bint as mentioned 
on the previous page) there also was a pronominal stem /n*. The 
following case forms are attested: nca, which usually means “the 


don't think it is possible for aniydin to signify “davor”. If it were certain that a word is 
missing, Kaya's asnu would fit the context better. No Berlin fragments have been 
discovered for this passage. 

362 See section 2.402 for early vowel rounding due to onset labial consonants. 

363 Both are possible in the context but the editors have chosen the first translation. 

364 This is also from where | guote the instance in Mz 704 v15 mentioned above. The 
phrase was misunderstood by the EDPT, which considers it to be the ablative of a noun 
“anmin ' but also erroneously proposes to emend it to a converb form “ay-matin”. 
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following, in the following way? (in general opposed to anla, which, in 
intratextual deixis, is anaphoric):365 infin “(the one) on the other side” 
(opposed to muntin, e.g. in a ms. guoted in the notetoBTID37,or 
mintin “the one on this side”, as mentioned in the previous paragraph); 
inaru “forward; from ... on”3““ (opposed to kerü “backward” < *ke* 
“back”, or to bârü “hither? as in the phrase inaru bârü “back and forth” 
attested e.g. in TT X 513). ina, a demonstrative interjection (cf. section 
3.4), may be attested in fragmentary context in BT XI1 5,63; as stated 
by the editor, its relationship to in would be similar to muna and ona 
or una With respect to bo / mun and ol / an. There is, finally, the pro- 
verbal inip or inip “that having happened; thus', attested in 
Manich&an, Buddhist and Christian sources; see section 3.33 for its 
function. It appears to come from the hybrid addition of -(Wp to inda. 
andip (discussed carlier in this section) is, on the other hand, attested 
only in inscriptions of the Uygur kaganate and in the egually runiform 
ms. IrgB. inaru is clearly related to ingaru, attested (with g') in SU N10 
in the phrase anfa ingaru “from then on, thereafter?. The form ingaru is 
unusual in that the dative and directive forms linked to the pronominal 
nx otherwise appear with /n/; it may be archaic or, alternately, an 
analogical restitution. The intermediate stage appears, according to the 
Thomsen-Wulff materials, to be attested in the Yenisey inscription 
E29,3 as y'r'w, presumabiy to be read as iyaru.”“7 This is a rare bit of 
evidence, as there are, in the whole runiform corpus, only a few 
Yenisey inscriptions which distinguish between n' and n”. It also shows 
that this stem vowel, like other instances of first syllable // without 
adjacent /k/, turned up as Ji), phonetically though not phonologically 
(since the second syllable is shown to have been back-harmonic by the 
second and third runiform characters). This stem reminds one of the 
Mongolian genitive pronominal form i/nu.3“S ima must have hada 
variant indâ since, together with the particle (O)k, we get both indâk 
(generally) and incak (spelled with double-dotted O in Manich&an 


365 In a Maitr passage guoted in UW 134a, ancama and indama (see section 3.342 for 
the particle m4) correlate as “as... so”. 

366 The EDPT confuses ayaru (the directive of ol “that”) and inaru and lists the 
instances of both under the former. Another example occurs in Yosıpas 62. From the 
DLT and the OB on, inaru is shortened to naru. 

367 The Orkhon Turkic rule, whereby the only first-syllable vowels not made explicit 
were /a/ and /â/, did not hold in many Yenisey inscriptions. It cannot, on the other hand, 
be guite excluded that > was, in this case, used for 1) (as is always the case in the 
inscriptions of Mongolia). 

368 This comes from “inu, as the second vowel is not ö; cf. the Manchu 3'İ person 
pronoun i, which has in* as obligue stem. 
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writing in M17,17).3“9 Brahmi also helps to show that both nca and 
incâ existed, since we find the second vowel spelled as A in TT VHI H 
I butasÂinTT VII K and O (twice). It further helps in determining 
(with two instances) the reading of inaru as having back and not front 
vowels. The runiform script is of no use, on the other hand, in 
distinguishing between the front and back possibilities, as the signs for 
I, A and the ligature ne are all indifferent to palatal harmony. inlip can 
also very well have existed beside indip; the runiform script would 
again be of no help, as the sign for p is also neutral. The back vocalism 
of intin follows from the form infinintaki “what is beyond it” attested in 
Suv with X. While inda can be related to Mongolian inu mentioned 
above, indâ reminds one of the 3'İ person possessive suffix, which may 
have had a consistent front vowel in Proto-Turkic, i.e. not to have 
followed synharmonism:379 There are some reasons for believing that 
H(n)4 and *s/(n)4 once were two distinct and independent pronouns 
which o subseguently got morphologized into complementary 
distribution; the former would then be identical with the stem of incdâ. 
In Gabain 1974: 92 we find that the list of int / ins forms has the title 
“Reste der 3. Person (?)”; the meanings which these forms have does 
not speak for this hypothesis, but the possible link with the 3" person 
possessive suffix does. On the other hand, the source for indâ and incip 
clearly was the fronting of first-syllable /1/, which altered the harmony 
class of many one-syllable stems (here especially with the fronting 
effect of Gc; see section 2.23). In that sense, any consistentiy fronted 
Hsji(nk) may also be secondary. Doerfer in a 1964 paper guoted in 
Zieme 1969: 255 also expressed the view that the pronoun must have 
had back vowels, citing Tuvan incda. In section 3.234 below I propose 
that the future suffix -g4y should come from -g4 (discussed as a 
formative in section 3.113) through the addition of the nominative of */ 
/ *i before ol replaced it as clitic personal pronoun. In view of the 
opposition of infin to muntin and of inaru to bârü, ins appears to have 
had a “there” deixis. This accords with its link to the 3” person. The 
adjective and postposition siyar “side; one of two; in the direction of” 
may originally have been the dative of *s/(n)*, the other possessive 
suffix, while siyaru “in the direction of”, posited as a postposition in 
Hesche 2001, may have been its directive. 


369 The word spelled with the ng ligature and k” in runiform U 5 (TM 342) v2 is 
presumabiy also to be read as incâk although it lacks a vowel sign in the beginning, as 
no “âncâ' is otherwise known to exist; ikinti in r10 is spelled with an I the beginning. 

370 Thus still today in Chuvash, possibly secondarily also in some other Turkic 
languages and, according to the choice of consonants, in Orkhon Turkic. 
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3.133 Reflexives 

kântü “own, one's self” (in Uygur practically always spelled as KNTW) 
is linked to the expression of number, possession and case, expressed 
e.g. in bodisatvlar kântülâriniy enlin mânisin tilâmâdin ... “the 
bodhisattvas do not pursue their own peace and happiness but ... (Suv 
227,14); its declension differs from nominal declension only in the 
accusative kântüni (e.g. in DreiPrinz 14). Other forms are the genitive 
kântünün, the dative kântükâ and the instrumental k£ântün “by itself. 
Here are examples of its use to stress the identity of a verb's subject in 
whatever person: âdgü eliyâ kântü yayiltig (KT E 23 & BO E 19) “You 
yourself erred towards your good country”; kântü tugmi$ kilinmis 
mânigü tâyri yerin unifu itdi (Xw 14) “He completely forgot the divine 
land of gods where he himself was born”; kântü on âdgü kilinc küzâtdim 
(MaitrH XV 13r16) “*I myself observed the ten good deeds? 37! £öntü 
can also get governed by postpositions; e.g. in the following example, 
in which it is used anaphorically: yana olok yâklâr ickâklâr yegâdürlâr 
tiltag bolurlar kântülârni üzâ elânürlâr (TT V1 267 £.) “Again those 
same demons prevail; they (the ignorants) are the cause and they (the 
demons) rule over #hem (i.e. over the ignorants)”. 

kântü is also used attributively, for stressing possessive suffixes 
(where öz is possible as well): inscriptional £ântü bodunum (KT N 4, 
SU E2) “my own people”; Manich&an kün ((â)yri ... k(â)ntü yarokin 
kamagka yarotir?? (M TI 71r 9) “The sun ... shines on everything with 
its own light; Buddhist köntü köyülüm üzâ alkuni ökünür mân (Suv 
100,23) “Irepent for everything with my own heart”, or santi kilmaklig 
arig süzük suv3”? üzâ kântü agir ayig kilindlig kirlârin taptalarin yumi$ 
aritmi$ kârgâk “One needs to wash away and clean the dirt and filth of 
one?'s own grave sins by the pure and limpid water of repentance” (Suv 
142,1). 

With kântü in the genitive: fesilâr?4 kântünün xostisinâ incâ tep 
sezind aytilar (M TI 6 TI v 10) “The disciples expressed doubts towards 
their teacher with the following words”; note the singular possessive 
suffix. kântü kântü (runiform ms.; also e.g. Suv 19,15) is distributive 
“each his own; e.g. KP 2,5: adrok uzlar kântü kântü uz isin islâyür 
“Different specialists carry out each his own profession”. kânfü is 


37I This function as well as the attributive use mentioned below are no doubt the 
reason why Tekin 1968 calls kântü and öz “intensive pronouns”. 

372 Spelled YR'WO'YN OMTO' YR'WTYR. 

373 I take sav of the Petersburg edition to be an error, since the context demands an 
extended metaphor of dirt getting washed away by pure water. 

374 Thus instead of the expected fetsildr. 
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further used adverbially, to stress the identity of the subject of the verb; 
cf. kântün kântün (SP 39) “each for himself”. 

In Çarakhanid this element is spelled as £ândü with dâl (3 exs. in the 
DLT, 5 in the OB, all mss.) in both attributive and predicative use. 
Conceivabiy, the dental was a voiced stop also in other Old Turkic 
SOUTCES. 

öz, primarily a noun signifying “innermost (part), became the 
pronoun “self; it is very well attested with this meaning already in 
Orkhon Turkic. An Uygur example would be özlârin saklanu ... tâzgürü 
tutzunllar (M TI text 20, 38,6, * ZiemeTexterg Il) “Let them keep 
themselves guarded and evasive?. With possessive suffix and dative, öz 
is a mark of the self-beneficiary: e//ig/ bâg... öziyâ olorgu âv etdürti 
(Ht TI 739), e.g. signifies “The ruler ... had a house made for himself to 
reside in”. 

öz can be used in a subordinated construction merely for referring to 
the subject of the main clause; e.g. birök öziyâ kilmagu tâg nâ nâgü i$ 
islâgâli ugrasar ”...” tep sözlâyür ârdi if, however, she intended to do 
something which she wasn”t supposed to do, she would say ”...”(U NI 
54,19). özinâ here refers to the subject of both iSJâgâli ugra- “to intend 
todo' and sözlâ- “to say'; it is neither reflexive nor focalised.3” 

The passage guoted at the beginning of this section for kântü also 
shows that clause repeated seven lines further on with öz, as kântü 
özlârinin endin mânisin tilâmâdin ... (Suv 227,21-22) “without striving 
for their own case and happiness?; ef. further £(â)ntü özüy bâglik âr 
taplagil “You yourself chose a man to be (your) husband!” (U 1121,14). 
The phrase kânfü özi is common, e.g. in Suvor TI X 275. kântü 
özümüzni küntü ayda öyi biz tedimiz ârsâr (Xw) “if we said about 
ourselves that we are not related to sun and moon” is an instance of 
indirect speech in which the speakers are also the subject of the clause 
which serves as object of /e- “to say”; from this arises the need for k£ântü 
özümüz. kântü öz can also be used adnominally, e.g. in kântü öz elin 
icrâ (Mill nr. 8 II v 15) “in their own realm”. The order of the two can 
be reversed: öz kântünkâ inangil (TT 140) “Trust yourself!” shows the 
phrase in reflexive use, with possessive suffix and dative. 

Another use of öz guite common in Orkhon Turkic is for öztüm to 
follow bân / mân *V or for özti to follow subjects for introducing them 
as topic or for stressing their identity: bân özüm tavga€ eliyâ kilintim “1 
myself was bor in China” (Tuü 1); ilitbâr?76 özi kâlti “The governor 


375 öz is used in the expression öziyâ kilmagu tâg which gualifies i5, the object of 


islâgâli ugra-. It appcars in the dative because the action is unsuitable /or the subject. 
376 C£. Sims-Williams 2002: 235 and 2000a for the way 1 read this title. 
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himself came? (KÖ E9) It can also follow genitives of personal 
pronouns for rhematization; e.g. alko finliglar mâniy yatim ârmüâzlâr. 
ogulta kizta amrak mâniy öz kisilârim ârürlâr *... they are my own 
people, dearer (to me) than sons and daughters?. Note that £öz needs no 
possessive suffix in m(â)n kidigkiâmtâ ... öz közin âdgü irü bâlgülâr 
körmisimkâ (Ht) “since 1 had, in my earliest childhood, seen good 
omens and signs with my own eyes, ...”. 

Further, özsüm refers to speakers, 6z*i to subjects, especially when 
they become new topics opposed to the previous ones, serving the verb 
as subject in apposition to its subject reference. This is very common in 
Orkhon Turkic, e.g. xagan uddokta özüm sâkiz yasda kaltim (BO E 14) 
“when the king died I was left behind, seven years old”. m özüm amti 
alinur mân “1 am now confessing” (UigStud 35) or sü yoridi, özümün 
öyrü bina basi itti (SU) “He marched out and sent me forward as 
captain” öztüm is object. In öziniydöâ “like his own” in Mill text 8 Vilr 
14, öz receives two case suffixes.377 

Finally, öz öz signifies “each his own”, like kântü kântü mentioned 
above; e.g. in bo üc teginlâr öz öz köyüllârintâki sakinmis savlarin 
sözlâsip ... (Suv 609,12) “These three princes discussed the matters 
which each one of them had thought in his heart” or eliglâr bâglâr öz öz 
uluska bardilar (U WI 54,7) “The kings and lords went cach to his own 
realm”. 

ât'öz "body? appears sometimes (though rarely) to be used as reflexive 
pronoun, as pointed out in OTWEF 752 discussing the sentence âf'özin 
ketârü tâzgürür bolur (At X 549-50) “He becomes reticent”. 


3.134. Mmterrogative-indefinites 

The interrogative-indefinite pronouns are kâm/kim “who?, nâ “what” and 
the pronouns from the stems £4* and kaüu “which”, this latter possibly 
an expansion of kar.373 The set of pronouns discussed in this section 
unites different functions (as happens with such pronouns in a wide 
variety of languages): They serve with interrogative content, given in 
the first line of the table, but also as indefinites, i.e. they can also 
signify “anyone?, “anything”, “anywhere? and “any” respectively. Some 


377 The matter is discussed towards the end of section 3.124. 

378 The table below lists forms of both kafu and kayu, because the former changed 
into the latter with the fusion of /f/ and /y/ in the course of the history of Old Turkic; 
the table only mentions those forms of ka#u which | have found to be attested. Bang 
1917: 27-33, dealing with a number of derivations from kat in the Turkic languages, 
proposes the second syllable of kayu to be a different pronoun, but no such pronoun is 
attested anywhere in Turkic. 
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of these elements are secondarily also used as relative pronouns. The 
distincton &im / nâ grammaticalizes an “animate” / “inanimate” 
opposition not relevant elsewhere in the grammar, with the position of 
animals an interesting middle in view of the Buddhist doctrine to which 
the authors of most of our texts adhere. All interrogative-indefinite 
pronouns can, in principle be used cither as NPs by themselves or 
appear attributively, both in interrogative and indefinite use.37? 


“who? “what” (“where “which” 
Nom. kâm/kim nâ kağu / kayu 
Gen. o kimin /kimnin (nân) kayunun 
Dat. kâmkâ / kimkâ nâkâ kana kayuka 
Acc. o kimni kayuni 
Loc. kimtâdâ nâdâ kanta kafiuda / kayuda 
Abi. kantan kayudin 
Egu. nâğâ kanda 
Dir. kafitugaru 


These pronouns have a rich case declension; additional irregular case 
forms not listed in the table are mentioned below. Their number 
declension is rather weak: We find &imlâr e.g. in MaitrH XXV 2v20 or 
BTIA>l5 and Eli, kayular e.g.inTT V B2. 

The plural of nâ appcars to have been nâgü, formed with the 
collective suffix -(4)gU; see OTWEF 95. There are more instances in 
IrgB XXIV, U IV A42, Ht VII 1995 and Suv 610,11 and 621,4; e.g. faki 
nâgü kütâr sizlâr (U 143,7) “What else are you waiting for”. nâ nâgü 
is(UMI 54,13) is “any sort of business”. nâgü inflects for case as, e.g., 
nâgüdâ ötgürü (UV 5,14) “through what things?. nâg(ü)lük “what for; 
to what purpose; why” is a derivate from nâgü, attested e.g. in U IV 
A26, Suv 612,8, KP 4,9, 30,1 and 66,6 and often elsewhere. nâgük 
(twice Suv) apparently comes from nâgü (ö)k with the emphatic 
particle. 

With possessive suffix we find e.g. kimi “who among them? in kimi 
ârür kimi ârmâz (Abhi B1405) and kayu*sina (KP 6,2) “for which of 
them”; the referents of the possessive suffixes are the groups from 
within which the pronouns select their referents. kim-iyâ (as well as 
nâgü*tsiyâ and nâtsiyâ reconstructed there) are in SUK WP6,28-30 
used in indefinite meaning, with the possessive suffix referring to a 
possessor in the strict sense: bagiya borlukina nâgüfsinâ) kiminâ basa 


379 This also holds for kim which is, in Republican Turkish, not used attributively but 
replaced by nâ in this function. 
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... aniy âdinâ tavariya nâfsinlâ kimiyâ ... “conceming his ... vineyards 
and anything or anybody belonging to him ... his possessions, anything 
or anybody he possesses”; the contract covers a transaction both of land 
and of slaves. 

The nominative and the dative of kim “who” appear as kâm and kâmkâ 
in the Orkhon inscriptions (KT E9 and 22 andBO E19), no other case 
forms being attested there. £öm must also be read in the runiform ms. 
BlattRun 27, as the vowel of this word is implicit and first-syllable Ji) is 
written out explicitly everywhere in that ms.“ Originally there 
probably was an apophony kâm (low vowel in the nominative) vs. kim* 
(high vowel in the obligue cases), with the same alternation as found for 
the demonstrative and personal pronouns. This hypothesis would 
explain why this pronoun turns up in so many shapes in the Turkic 
languages (e.g. kam < *kâm in Chuvash). In fact, however, £âm appcars 
as the only stem in the Orkhon dialect, while Uygur sources (including 
BuddhKat, which is in Tibetan script) have £im in all forms. So it may 
also be the case that the Old Turkic dialects settled for one or the other 
stem of this pronoun already at this early stage (the 9” century, at the 
latest). 

Like kântü, kim and nâ have the nominal case forms, except that kim 
gets the accusative alternant -ni (which is itself gradually introduced 
into the nominal declension in the course of the development of Old 
Turkic); e.g. in kimni üdün (U 11 22,5) “for whose sake”. The genitive 
practically always has *nin; /k/imiy ol “Whose is it?” in Yosıpas 52 (an 
carly text) can, however, hardiy be reconstructed in any other way (the 
facs. is clear).35! The accusative of nâ may not have been in use at ali. 
kimkâ, nâcâ (e.g. Suv 118,4, Xw 80, U 11 73,2, M1I7,12 and 15,6), 
nâdâ (e.g. Xw 135 and 137andMlllnr. 6lI v 13), nâkâ “why” (e.g. 
Tuü 40 and KP 5,2) have no “pronominal w. Nor does nâ fâg “like 
what” (e.g. IrgB, M 123.6), unlike its demonstrative counterparts antag 
and montag. The only exception appears to be nâncdâ in fragmentary 
context in BON 9, of which Thomsen says “leçon gui me parait süre”. 
ka (see below) also appcars to be a derivate from *k4* lacking the 
pronominal *7*. A form kimtâdâ appcars in ablative use in s(â)n bo 
uZakag kimtâdâ bosguntuy? (MaitrH XI 15v25) “From whom did you 
leam this alphabet”. A pure locative of kim may not be attested 
because persons (which is what &£im asks about) are not “places? for 
things to be “at”. 


380 The /ü/ is certain: The 31 line ms. has only one instance of implicit /i/ and that is in 
a second syllable; the text generally only makes (non-long) /a/ and /â/ implicit. 
381 See section 3.341 for a form spelled kimiy which is not a genitive. 
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nân “thing” is here taken to come from an obsolete genitive of nâ 
“what? which, in indefinite use, signifies “anything”; Bang 1917: 18 
already links nâöy with nâ.35? The same must be the source of the 
particle nân, which stresses negation.383 In Tuü 56 nây is used ina way 
not (1 think) attested anywhere else, again with the meaning “any”: nây 
yerdâki xaganlig bodunka bintâgi bar ârsâr nâ buyi bar ârtâdi ârmis “If 
an independent nation anywhere were to have one like like me, what 
trouble could it ever have”. 

nâcâ “how much, how many; inasmuch as” becomes a stem for 
secondary case forms, as nâlâdâ “at some time, at some stage; 
whenever? (U 111 43,19, Ht VI11 83, BTID291, TT X 539 etc.). It also 
gets govemed by postpositions and then appcars in the case forms 
which they demand; e.g. nâcâkâ tâgi “insofar as” (e.g.inM 116,16) or 
nâcâdâ ken “after some time? (e.g. in Suv 619,18). These forms 
correlate with anca, ancada, ancaka tâgi etc. in complex sentences in 
which the interrogative form appears in a -s4r clause, the demonstrative 
form in the main clause (see section 4.65). kim is also attested with 
double case suffixation in bo uZakag kimtâdâ bosguntun? (see above). 

nâcük (spelled with ö in the ms. Maue 1996 3 nr.12; from nâtdâ ök7) 
“how; also “why?” and nâfâg (nâ with the postposition £#âg) “like what” 
(e.g. in MI 23,5) also became secondary bases and function as 
pronominal stems in their own right: We find the instrumental forms 
nâtâgin “in analogy to what; how (TT VB44,BT11939, Ht II 633) 
and nâdükin “how” (e.g. KP 12,6) and “when? (twice in UI 6, Magler). 
Kâğgarı (fol.197) says that nâdük “Why?” was characteristic of the 
Yabâgu dialect and that all the other Turks used nğlük (< 
*nâx(A)gUslXk) instead. Another derivate from the extended base 
nâük is nâcüklâti “m what manner, in what way”, documented and 
discussed in OTWEF 406. I take this, nâtâglâti (Suv 65,22 and 588,16), 
birtâmlâti “once and for all? and kalfi (see below) to be formed with two 
adverb-forming suffixes, -/4 and 41.384 nâmân, an instrumental 
expansion from nâmâ < *nâ ymaâ attested e.g. in BTI A, 14,andHt127 


382 A number of modern words for “thing”, like nimâ or nârzâ, also come from “what”; 
South Siberian “thing” words like cw and dü come from Mongolic “what”. 

383 See section 3.341. Stressing negation is also one use of English “any”, and cf. 
French ne... rien <Latin rem “thing (acc.). 

384 CF, section 3.31. We are aware of the similarity of 4/4 to 414- and of 4/1 to the 
second part of the negative converb suffix -m44/ which presumably was a converb in its 
own right prehistorically; the seguence */444// may have been analogically influenced 
by H4-i1. 
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and 54, appears to be an interjectional interrogative with a meaning like 
“how!” or “what”. 

The nominative of *ka* is not attested;385 nor do we have its 
accusative or genitive, the other two cases with abstract meaning. A 
common case form from this stem is £anfa “where? (e.g. Wettkampf 28, 
KP 58,4, BTI A,I, DKPAMPb 843, several times in Suv all spelled 
with T). DLT fol. 38 spells the form with dâl (not dhâl) and TT VT F 7 
(Brâhmi) has kanda; what is spelled kanta was therefore pronounced 
with the stop |(dJ (see section 2.409). We also have the ablative 
kand(a)n (Orkhon Turkic: KT E23 twice and the parallel text BO E19 
twice, all spelled with the NT/ND ligature) and kan*tirtan (Uygur, e.g. 
Suv 390.2; kantaran in MaitrH XV 714) “from where”. kanla can 
signify “how much? (e.g. U II 36,10) or “how far”, “where to”, “by 
which way? (e.g. U 11 25,21, DKPAMPb 840 etc. with bar-). kaya *to 
which place” is attested in Maitr 12v21: âfözümtâki küdümin sân 
karimak elitü bardin; kaya yatzun? “Old age, you have taken away the 
force in my body; where should it (i.e. my body) lie down”. kaya is 
exceedingly rare; the 'movement to?” meaning otherwise typical for the 
dative and the directive appcars, for this base, to be covered by kanda, 
e.g. in kanda barir siz (KP 78,1-2) “Where are you going”. 

kani “where?” serves in regular and rhetorical guestions (cf. part V); it 
has accusative shape but serves no direct object function. It is used 
twice in Orkhon Turkic and appears nearly 70 times in DLT and OB 
but I have come across only a single Uygur example. 

The meaning of kac was “how many whereas nâcâ primarily 
signified “how much?. Therefore k£a& appcars to have been used only 
adnominally (£a& kata, kağ kün, kac yil, kağ törlüg, kac yanliz, ka 
bölük, kac igac etc.) whereas nâdâ could be used for gualifying both 
nounns and verbs. £a€ being morphologically more opague, one would 
in principle expect it to be older than nâdâ. There appears to have been 
a gradual replacement of £a& by nâcâ during the history of Uygur; the 
Suv, e.g. has only two examples of kaf (both kac törlüg) but more than 
70 examples of nâcâ.38© Many of the examples of nâcâ could, in the 


385 It may have survived in Khalaj, though Doerfer (1988: 108 and elsewhere) does 
not express himself very clearly on this: What is actually attested may only be gâyan 
“whereto?, which seems to consist of gâ fused with yan “side” (cf. kan*ta yan in Tuü 
and other such forms with vowel harmony, in section 3.32). Khalaj kâ may also bea 
contraction of the dative form. Note that standard Republican Turkish does not have 
nere cither (though it has neretde “where” etc. and, for the nominative, nere*si “what 
place”). 

386 Note that Turkish has only ka& “how many” but replaced nâdâ in the meaning “how 
much? by ne kadar; it retains nice in exclamatory or indefinite use (limited to dialectal, 
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contexts of other texts as well, have been translated both as “how many? 
and as “how much”. ka€ is probably derived through a short variant of 
the eguative suffix, the full form presumably serving as base to kacan 
“when? (< *katdasn with the instrumental). 

kağan is rarely interrogative (there is such an instance e.g. in 
ZiemeAra 83) but is used as an indefinite element signifying “at some 
point in time”; two examples for that are guoted further on in this 
section, some additional ones in section 3.31. It often introduces 
temporal clauses with -s4r or with -dOkdA (section 4.633). nâğâdâ is 
also temporal and might be translated as “at some stage; this is another 
case of competition between ka* and nâ stems. 

kalti is attested as interrogative pronoun in IrgB 45, in the sentence 
kalti uyin “How should | get on”. It presumably comes from katla*fi, 
with the middle vowel syncopated due to strong accent on the first 
syllable: The £a* forms appcar to have first syllable stress, as we see 
from modern forms such as kanda, hangi, hani, xacan, hara etc.. The 
seguence */4*/7 is carlier in this section documented also from other 
interrogative bases.357 kalfi is attested as an element introducing object 
clauses of content in yarokli karali kalti katilmis ... tepân biltimiz (Xw 
135) *we know how light and darkness were mixed? and is also used as 
a particle signifying “for instance ; it is often found in comparative 
clauses (section 4.632). kali appears instead of kalfi in Çarakhanid, 
where it is rather common. In DLT fol.549 we read that it signifies 
“how? or “if only” or “when” and get examples for two of these 
you do this affair”. No etymological explanatilon for kali is 
forthcoming; it could also (though attested less early) have actually 
been the source of kalfi. 

kanu > kayu “which” must also somehow be related to *ka*, though 
the exact relationship is, again, obscure. 12 among the Brâhmi and 
Tibetan script instances spell it with x, 7 with o and 3 (in BudhKat) 
have kayol < kay' ol “which (is) it”. We have opted for kayu, also 
because this variant appcars in 8 different mss. whercas the 7 instances 
of kayo are found only in the mss. TT VII H and L.385 From kayu come 


literary or archaic language) and cf. nece “(in) what language”. kac has to be adnominal 
also in Turkish; a count word like #ane is needed if one is not to use it adnominaliy. 

387 An instance in another runiform ms., TM 342 2vl1 in KöktüTurf appears in 
fragmentary context, as the facs. shows better than the edition; it can hardiy be 
interpreted as in EDPT 618b. 

388 ao may still have been the original form and it cannot be excluded that we would 
have found that more freguentiy if there had been carlier Brâhmi sources; Schönig 
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kayunuy and kayuni (both attested e.g. in BT XIII 2,91), kayuka (BT 
XII 38,30 and 21,67, Suv 375,21 and 22, 6 times in Abhi etc.) and 
kahusgaru (twice in ms. TI D 200 —- Mz 774 last edited by Zieme in 
AoF VT 242). kaüutda appears in U ll 6,13 and 16; kayuda is 
common, e.g. DLT fol. 62 andTT VM A 36 withdh, UTI29,11. The 
OB syncopates it to kayda to suit the metre; we also find e.g. kayda 
barsar “wherever he goes” in SUK Mi33,3, a contract. kayu*din “from 
where? is also common, e.g. in BT 1 D267; kayufin siyar is parallel to 
antin siyar in U 11 29,19. kayusi sigifies “which of them”. 

I will deal with £adaniny in greater detail, because it has not yet been 
guite pinned down as to form or meaning, although attested a number 
of times in carly texts. The word appears in the mentioned shape in the 
two Buddhist examples, acmak suvsamak âmgâkimiz kadaniy nân 
sönmâz (Maitr 110v7) “Our suffering through hunger and thirst never 
ever ends” and kadaniy bolmazun (Alex 15) “May it never be!?. The 
three runiform examples in Tufi have no vowels: ayaru sülâmâsâr 
klön”n ârsâr ol bizni — xagani alp ârmi$, aygutisi bilgâ ârmis — k'ön'n 
ârsâr ölürtâdik ök (Tuü 20-21) “If (we) do not fight it (i.e. the Türk 
confederation) it will, a some sfage — its ruler is said to be valiant and 
his advisors are said to be clever — it will definitely kill us eventualiy”. 
The Tuü 29 instance of the term (with a formulation very close to Tu 
20-21, also with örsâr) is spelled with n? as in Tuü 20, which should, I 
think, be explained by the fronting influence of the // (as happens often 
in these inscriptions).359 The four Manich&an examples have a single 
explicit vowel each; the third vowel is explicit in none of them but we 
can take it to have been /(/ in view of the Maitr and Alex instances: 
üzüti k(a)tan()n (y)(a)vlak töflrtl butlug tinlli)g öziyâ /ymâ)J kul kün 
öziyâ ifujg/mis/ ârsâr ... (ZiemeTexterg 2,33) “If their souls should, a£ 
some Stage, have been bom in the body of an evil four-legged creature 
or the body of a male or female slave, ...; JR barda kağ(a)n(i)y 


1995: 180-181 takes this (with unrounding) to have been the source of kaya found in 
some modern languages. 

389 Reading Tufi 20 and 29 as kac nây and explaining kağnay' in Tuf 21 with 
secondary synharmonism would go well with the Manich&an examples but would leave 
the Maitr and Alex instances with yod unexplained. Tekin 1994 reads kacan nâny in Tuü 
21 but retains ka€ nây in the other two places; this is unlikely in view of perfect 
parallelism between the passages. Possibly all three Tufi instances should be read as 
kacanân, especially if this is ultimately fused from kadan nân (attested e.g. in Maitr 
Ilrl1); the n' — n? variation would be explained by the /n/ standing between a back and 
a front vowel: Note that the only Tuü instance of nây by itself (1.56) also appears with a 
positive, not a negative verb. The high vowel of kacanin would be secondary. 
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kata” bulganti irine boltilar (M Vi ar. |IV v5) “The |...Js all so and so 
many times felt terrible and became wretched”; k(a)dan(i)y nân atn(i)y 
âsgâkn(i)y muyuzi?”! örmâz (M 1 16,11) “Horns never ever grow on 
horses or donkeys?; another instance of kacan(a)y nân appcars in M | 
32,6 in fragmentary context. In the two last-mentioned instances the 
word is followed by nây to strengthen a negation, as in the Maitr 
instance. 


DE e 2 A 


what sorts of food he ate, ... how many years he lived,...” (MaitrH XV 
214) nâ and nâdüâ actually serve as relative pronouns, forming heads for 
object clauses; cf. also yüz min füman ulati nâdâ küdi yetmi$sindâ 
sözlüzün (TT V A 67) “Let him say it a hundred, a thousand, ten 
thousand or as many times as he is able to”. The correlative 
constructions mentioned below and discussed in section 4.65 also use 
such pronouns as relative pronouns. nâ törlüg “what sort”, nâ yanlig “by 
what manner? and the like also appear, of course, in interrogative 
sentences and subordinated interrogative clauses. 


The indefinite function of these “interrogative” pronouns turns up in nâ 
ymâ tastin siyarki bâlgülârig nâ ymâ iğtin sinarki /bâlgülârig) adruk 
adruk tüllârig koduru kololasar (MaitrH XI 3129-30) “if one 
meticulously examines whatever extemal and internal omens there are 
as well as the different dreams?, where, in fact, the two nâ are usedasa 
correlative pair. In the following two instances nâ is taken up by bari'or 
alku “al”, giving a generalizing meaning. In faglari i igac kaya kum 
bari kop basar (M 11 8,3-5), the possessive suffix of aglari refers back 
to kün tügsukdunki yer suv “the territory in the cast”; the sentence 
should signify “(any of) the mountains (of that territory), shrubs and 
trees, rocks and sand, all put pressure?. Further, nâ kârgâkin alku tükâti 
berip ... üntürdi (KP 28,4) “He fully gave him whatever he needed (< 
all he needed) and... sent him off. nâ is here attributive to kâörgâk 


390 With reference to this passage Gabain 1974: 100 spells the word as 'gaday' 
because the second vowel is not explicit and N looks like a/ef/; this is, however, the only 
instance with this spelling. 

391 Spelled MWY'WZY, and the editor assumes that the a/ef is of the superfluous sort; 
the text does in fact have a few superfluous a/e/s. Reading müynüz or muynuz would, 
however, be just as possible and might be considered in view of the general Turkic 
account given e.g. in the EDPT. müyüz in HI 55, DLT, Chagatay and modem 
Southeastern Turkic languages cannot be linked to the main Old Turkic variant within 
Old Turkic sound laws. 
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(note that “whatever? is also derived from “what?) and the whole noun 
phrase is put into the accusative case. 

We have indefinite kim, “whoever”, in oglanimizni altadi kim ogri 
ârsâr ani tapalim (DKPAMPb 164), which signifies “Whatever thief 
there is who robs our children, let us find him”. In Ht 1294 and 301, 
kim m(â)ln and kim biz appcar to signify “somebody like me” and 
“people like us” respectively. nâcâdâ signifies “at some stage”: nâcâdâ 
cayasene bayagutnun iki oglani bâdük boltilar, anin arasinta kântü özi 

.. adin aZunka bardi (U WI 80,3-7) “Eventually the two sons of the 
merchant Jayasena became grown ups (but) in the meantime he himself 
died and passed to a different existence”. kalan “at some point” is used 
e.g. in kacan elisiniy /kâl/misin utgurak bilti, anta /ok...J kântkâ barti 
(UTI 86,18) “At some point he got certain news that his elder brother 
had arrived, (so) he immediately went to the town (of Benares); a 
subordinative interpretation cannot be excluded, giving “When he got 
certain news that his elder brother had arrived, he immediately went to 
the town (of Benares). kac is “a few, a number of” in ka bârâ yer 
yorisar (Ht MI 764) “if one walks some miles”; /w/gal/i kac kün 
bolmadok (BT XII 4,4) “It has been impossible to catch him for a 
proper names), guite a number of monks and lay people came together 
to... İndefinite adnominal kayu “any? can be foundin BT 11 257 or 
Heilk 1 180. 

Indefinite pronouns can also be used together with the conditional 
form. In the following example we know that this is the case, as the 
clause is parallel to a normal conditional clause: a/ki$imiz ötügümüz 
tâyrikâ arigin tâgmâdi ârsâr, nâ yerdâ tidindi tutundi ârsâr ... (Xw 
161-2) “If our praise and prayer did not arrive to heavens in purity, if 
they got hampered and hindered anywhere ...”. In birök kayuda kadan 
yalayok aZuninta tugmaki bolsar ymâ, ... “even if, however, he should 
anywhere at any time get born in a human birth form...” (U 1129, 11- 
12), the pronouns are also obviously indefinite. Otherwise, clauses 
where indefinite pronouns appear with the -sAr form are discussed in 
section 4.65, which deals with correlative relativisatlon, and in section 
4.633, which is about temporal clauses. 

Phrases consisting of interrogative-indefinite pronouns * ârsâr whose 
pronominal reference is not taken up in correlative manner are used for 
stressing the generality of a statement: ol saya nâ ârsâr kârgâki yok 
(DKPAMPb 352) “You don't have any sort of need for that”. With kim: 
mini ücün âmgântâdi kim ârsâr yok (U W €C 152) “There is nobody at 
all who would go to any trouble for me”; there is a further instance of 
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kim ârsâr yok in TT X 70. In burxanta adin kimni ârsâr umug inag 
tilâp bulmaz biz (TT X 109-110) “We have not found anybody except 
Buddha to serve us as hope and support, though we searched” the 
indefinite pronoun is in the accusative. It seems that this construction 
can even be used adnominalIy: Doubled and with topicalising ârsâr we 
have e.g. kayu kayu ârsâr tinlaglar “any living beings?” (MaitrH XV 
Ivl1). Numerous examples for interrogative-indefinites with örsâr, 
both adjacent and separate, in both adverbal and adnominal function, 
are guoted in UW 407-408 (part VII of the entry on âr-). 

The same generalising doubling as in the last guoted example is 
applied — without ârsâr — also in kim kim mâ dam darim kilmasunlar 
“let nobody whatsoever raise any objections” (SUK Sa10,12 and 11,14), 
the latter with b0/-up after the particle mâ);39 ef. also kânfü kântü “each 
his own”. We have distributive doubling of nouns in aZun aZunta (SP 20 
and DKPAMPb 282) “in every existence'. Doubling in correlation 
between relative and demonstrative pronouns: kalti tinliglar kayu kayu 
yer suvda burxanlar yoliya kirgüsi bar ârsâr bodisatvlar ymâ ol ol yer 
suvda kirürlâr (Vimala 97-100) “If, by chance, creatures in any 
particular place are to enter the road of the buddhas, the bodhisattvas as 
well go in at that particular place”. 

nâ ârsâr also comes to signify “any” (discussed in section 3.341); 
nâzâ “thing”, which e.g. appears four times in SUK Mi19, comes from 
this phrase. 

kayu kayu Temains interrogative in MaitrH XI 14r28: kayu kayu bitig 
uzak bofSgun/gali sakinur sân signifies “What alphabets do you think 
should be learned”; it is followed by a listing of alphabet names and 
the speaker clearly expects the addressee to give the names of more 
than one alphabet. 

In section 4.633 we guote temporal clauses starting with nâ “what” 
and containing the vowel converb followed by the postposition birlâ or 
by birlâ ök, or containing the -(X)p converb (sometimes also followed 
by Ok), or the -s4r form; they all convey the meaning that the main 
action follows immediately upon the subordinated one. The source of 
this construction is not clear. -s4r and the vowel converb * birlâ are 
also used without nâ in this meaning, but the -((/p converb is not. 

There is also an emphatic use of the interrogative-indefinite pronouns, 
as in öyrângücilâr? kad yilta tükâl bilü umazlar munun tözin (At VU 
43) “Those who leam it are in so many years unable to know its central 


392 This is akin to the doubling of bir for distributive meaning, and cf. öyi öyi 
“various” in Pothi 235. 
393 From ögrân- with nasal assimilation, unless a simple error. 
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principle.” The exclamatory use of nâ in bo nâ âmgâklig yer ârmis! 
“What a place of suffering this turns out to be!” (KP 4,8) is akin to this; 
there are more examples in chapter V. Pronouns used in this way are 
neither referential nor indefinite, nor do they signal the reguest of an 
answer on the part of the speaker. 


3.14. Numerals and guantification 


Numerals are a morphological class by themselves, apart from being a 
lexical and syntactical class: The cardinal numerals serve as base for 
two forms not found with other word classes, the ordinals in -(X)nc and 
the distributives in *(r)4r. The Old Turkic counting system is decimal; 
there is a periodicity based on ten (on). The digits and decades are 
opaguc up to âlig “fifty”, this latter being identical with the word for 
“hand”. alimi$ “sixty” and yemis “seventy? seem derived from alfi “six? 
and ye//* “seven”, though no appropriate suffix “ml$'or “mX$' is 
attested anywhere else. “Eighty? and “ninety” are *cight tens” (sâkiz on) 
and “nine tens? (/fokuz on); in the DLT these terms are fused to sâksön 
and /okson respectively. The highest opague numeral in common use is 
tümân “ten thousand” .395 The hundreds, thousands and ten thousands are 
expressed in multiplicative manner: “3700? is ü€ biy (or miy in Uygur) 
yeti yüz, “37000” üc tümân yeti biy (or min). 

The runiform inscriptions and the carlier Uygur texts form cardinals 
between the various decades from the second to the ninth one in 
anticipating fashion: First stated is the digit as starting the count from 
the lower decade, then the higher decade is mentioned: /ört kirk, 
literally “four forty?” (MaitrH XV 10r11), e.g., is “34”. m E10,5, the 
defunct topic of the grave inscription is guoted stating his age as sâkiz 
tokuz on yasim, which signifies “1 am 88 years old”, literally “eight nine- 
ten my age”: (okuz on “90” is mentioned above. This strategy may have 
existed also outside the decimal system: In MaitrH XV 14r4-26 we find 
the terms iki yeti küntâ ..., ücünc yeti küntâ ..., törtünd yeti künlâ ..., 
besin& yeti küntâ ..., altin€ yeti küntü ... and yetind yeti küntâ .. 
signifying “on the second / third / fourth / fifth / sixth and seventh of the 
seven days”399 used similar to bir ofuz küntâ ken (13v23) “after the 21“ 
day”. In both cases the numeral serving as framework to the counting is 


394 Or yete, taking account of the optional vowel assimilation. 

395 Buddhist texts have names for much greater numbers, which are of Indian origin. 
tümân may actually also be a borrowed term (from Tokharian). 

396 And not, apparently, “in the second, third ... week”. Ordinals are discussed further 
on in this section. 
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placed between the denumerating numeral and the head with no affix or 
other element to show its function in the construction. 

The members of the tenth decade cannot be formed in this manner, as 
alti yüz, literally “six hundred”, would be “600” and not “96”; These are 
constructed with örki from ör- “to rise”: sâkiz yüz alti örki “896”. “103” 
is yüz üğ (MaitrH XV 10v5) but “99” is /okuz örki (U 142613 edited in 
Ehlers 1998). An instance expressing “99” as yüzkâ bir âgsük i.e. “one 
less than a hundred? is guoted in the note to that passage. 

Süll another means for adding digits to decades or decades to 
hundreds etc., found in all periods, is to state the higher unit first, then 
artok*ti “its supplement” and then the lower unit, as yüz artoki kirk 
fümân (Xw 12) “1 400 000” (literally “hundred plus forty myriad(s)”), 
otuz artoki bir yasima (BO E28) “when 1 was in my 319 year (i.e. when 
I was 30 years old)” or £ört yüz tokuz on artoki bes “495? (literally “four 
hundred(s) nine ten(s) plus five”. bes yüz artoki âki otuzune yilka (M | 
12,15) “in the year 522” and iki miy iki yüz artoki bes kirk (MaitrH 
XXV 4123) “2235? combine both methods: âki otuz “22” and bes kirk 
“35” have the constructions mentioned above. on artok yeti yil (At VU 
163) “17 years” (with no possessive suffix on arf-ok) is yet another 
possibility; classical and later texts can also leave arfok away 
altogether, giving e.g. âlig bir (DKPAMPb 85) “51”. 

In Uygur yarim is “half, iki yarim “two and a half. In Orkhon Turkic 
and in inscriptions of the Uygur Steppe Empire, siyar appears to have 
been “half” or “a part”: /siy/ar süsi âvig barkig yulgali bardi, sinar süsi 
süyüsgâli kâlti (BO E 32) “Half / Part of their army went to plunder 
(our) homes, half / a part came to fight (against us)”; siyari bodun iğikti, 
siyari bfodun ... (SU E 6-T) “Half / Part of the people submitted, half / a 
part...”. 

Throughout Old Turkic from the Orkhon inscriptions till the very 
latest texts, âki / iki “2” has the shape âkin / ikin when governed by the 
postposition ara “between. Since postpositions govern the accusative 
form of stems with possessive suffixes, it appears that the second vowel 
of âki / iki was felt to be, or originally was, the possessive suffix (see 
section 4.21 for the construction). In that case, the first syllable may be 
*âk “addition, joint”, a word attested in the Oguz languages (in 
Turkmen with a long vowel), and âki may originally have signified “its 
addition”. 


iki ülügi atlig ârti, bir ülügi yadag ârti (Tuü 4) is an example of how 
the carly Turks expressed fractions, if (as usually translated) this 
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signifies “Two thirds (literally “two of its parts”) were mounted, one 
third (literally “one of its parts”) were on foot”. 


Distributive numerals are formed with the suffix -(MAr, as âkirâr / 
ikirâr “2 each”. Mm compound numerals, only the first element gets the 
distributive suffix: alfirar y(e)girmi (Höllen 50) is “16 each”, sâkizâr 
fümân (MaitrH XXV 217) “80,000 cach', besâr yüz ârin barip (KP 
24,2) signifies “He had gone (there) every time with 500 men? (not “bes 
yüzâr'). Note that the procedure is the same in the two examples, 
although “500” is construed by multiplication, “16? by addition. 
Distributives are normally found in adnominal function, as onar ârkâ 
“for each 10 men?” (TT ILI 91) or birâr öiyratgu (KP 79,5) “(hang on 
them) a bell each”. birtârtkyâ “Just one each” (four times in Suv 
532,19-21) is not surprising, since *£y4 has pragmatic functions and is 
not just a diminutive (see sections 3.111 and 5.3). Doubled distributives 
are used adverbially, e.g.: birâr birâr adakin bap kâmisip yüyin 
kirkarlar (M ll nr. 14 v 3) “One by one they bind their (i.e. the sheep's) 
feet, throw them down and shear their wool”; birâr birâr kölmi$ 
(Yosıpas 41) “He hobbled then one by on©. Simple bir can also be 
doubled to stress the fact of distribution: bir bir ağunlarda signifies “in 
every single existence?. This is akin to the doubling of kayu “which” 
giving “whichever? and kim “who” giving *whoever? (examples in 
section 3.134). 

In two economical texts involving the same persons there is an 
aberrant phrase involving ikirâr: bo yerkâ berim fajlim kâlsâ ikirâr 
(yajrim bilsip /...J berür biz and alim berim kâlsâ ik(i)râr ((â)y bilisip 
((â)y berür biz (SUK RH8,8 and RH11,10); this signifies “If taxes are 
demanded (of this land), we each detemine half (“determine what is 
egual? in the second contract) and give in egual parts”. What is meant is 
not “two (halves) each” but “half each”. 

Ordinals from “3? on have the suffix *(X)nç,; e.g. törtüne “4"*, fokuzune 
“9 dğmünin€ “10000” is “last, used for self-depreciatory purposes” 
(as pointed out by S. Tezcan in a review). However, cf. #örtinc with /V/ 
in the suffix in ThS Ta,l, a runiform ms., and be$ yüzinc in a relatively 
carly text, SP 13. -(XWn& may have been borrowed from Tokharian, 
where the ordinal suffix has a similar shape. bir yegirmin& “eleventh? 
appcars several times in SUK. “second” is âkitmti / ikitnti; this form 
could be linked to the adverbial suffix 47/7, found e.g. also in amtfi 
“now? (am is attested with this meaning in South Siberian). A lone 
variant âkin is found in ordinal use in BO K32; this may represent the 
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base of âkinti if it is not an error. Adjectival “first” is expressed by 
nominal derivates like bas/a-yu-ki (expanded from the vowel converb 
of ba$tla- “to begin”), basttinski “which is at the head” 397 asnutki (e.g. 
ân asnuki kün “the very first day” in MaitrH XV 13v29) < asnu “before, 
earlier” or ilki 98 or (as in Xw 117 or Maitr 26Arl1) by cardinal bir. 
Compound numerals involving “one” can also use bir and not the other 
terms as ordinal: bir otuz küntâ ken (MaitrH XV 13v23) is “after the 21“ 
day? 

ba$layu itself is twice in Orkhon Turkic (KT E16 and 25 respectively) 
used for adverbial *(at) first: k£ayim xaganka baslayu baz xaganig 
balbal tikmis “He is said to have, for my father the emperor, at first 
erected Baz kagan's memorial stone'; bas/ayu kirkiz xaganig balbal 
tikdim. “First I erected the Kirkiz emperor as memorial stone.” Similarly 
ân baslayu tugdokda (Suv 348,6-7) “the very first time that he was 
born”. The Suv also has baslayutda with the eguative suffix. ikiHlâyü 
(e.g. in Suv 604,9) is “again”, i.e., literally, adverbial “for the second 
time”. This form must be a similative in -/4yU, since a -/4- derivate 
from “two? is not attested; in view of this, balayu might also be a 
similative signifying “as head”, although a verb ba$/a- does exist. Note, 
though, that there also is an adverb ikilâ “again” (e.g. in MaitrH X 1v4 
and XV 1213, Fedakâr 280 etc.). Cf., finally, ikintilâyü in Suv 32,7, 
formed from the ordinal. The very common bir ikintiskâ “one another? 
(cf. sections 3.13 and 4.5) also clearly contains the word for “second”, 
but the “59 is hard to explain. It is unlikely to come from *(5)/(n*), the 
3'İ person possessive suffix, as /si/ > /3i/ is a process well-known from a 
number of languages including Proto-Mongolic but not attested in Early 
Turkic; nor could one explain the lack of “pronominal? /n/ at this stage 
of the language.“ Tt may possibly have been adopted from the verbal 
cooperative-reciprocal suffix. 


For reference to individuals in a group one adds the possessive suffix to 
the ordinal form. To express the content “one of them”, e.g., we have 
biri in a very carly source: olarka üc ötmâk f/berdjlim. ol biri yilan 


397 In Fedakâr 189 (Sogdian script) s/utar bitiş PSD'YK tâgzinc clearly signifies “sütra 
text, first scroll”. The merely transliterated word is clearly also a derivate of bas but the 
editor”s transcription as basd(i)y is not certain. 

398 Formed from the base of ilgârü “forward” with the suffix #41; see section 3.126 for 
a discussion. 

399 C£ German einundzwanzigster “219” vs. erster “15” and similar French vingi-et- 
uniğme vs. premier. 

400 (bir ikinti)sikâ in Dispute 1 r 1 is a conjecture and even the s” is rather damaged. 
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târkin /ka/pap yedi (DreiPrinz 46) “1 gave them (i.e. the 3 snakes) three 
loaves of bread. One of those snakes guickly snatched (them) and ate 
(them)?. in Buddhist and Çarakhanid texts the possessive suffix is twice 
added to the cardinal number, as birisi (e.g. in Ht VII 29, U TI 67,6), 
freguently in the OB); “the other” is ikintisi, Thus we have e.g. bo 
ücâgüdâ birisin birisin titgülük idalaguluk kâzigi kâlsâr ... (TT VB 
107) “If it is one's tum to give up these three one by one, ...”. This 
instance also shows how doubling is used iconically, to symbolise the 
one-by-one selection. A syncopated variant birsi appears as birsi 
Isinâ,©! signifying “one by one”, in BT VII A 234 (a tantric and 
therefore late text) and is also found in OB. 


In DLT fol.602, birin birin miy bolur signifies “One by one becomes a 
thousand?; bir “one” is here in the instrumental case. bir*in birin is 
used with this meaning also by Rabgüzi. 


Adverbial multiplicatives are in Orkhon Turkic formed with yoli, e.g. 
ört yoli “four times” in BO E 30 (further examples in T.Tekin 2003: 
133), üc yoli “thrice” in M 134,12 and Suv 131,16. In the Yenisey 
inscriptions they are formed with kafa, e.g. üc kata tâgzinti (E31,4) “He 
toured (the arca) thrice'; similarly E48,4 and (with the same verb) 
E53,2. Thus also in Uygur kad kata “a number of times” in KP 23-24, 
bo âmig iki kata okiyu tâgintim “1 endeavoured to recite this healant 
twice” in M 129,14, kad(a)n(i)y kata “often” in MI 7,5), nr. LİV v5. 
Similarly yüz min kata “100 000 times” in OB 3058, kad kata “how 
many times” twice in the DLT. yo/*i “its way? is denominal, £af-a a 
petrified converb from katf- “to add”. For “once? one generally uses the 
bare stem bir, but the DLT has bir kata. m Orkhon Turkic the bare stem 
of any numeral can be used in this way, e.g. Elferi$ xagan ... tavgacka 
yeti yegirmi süyüs$di, kitafika yeti süyüsdi, oguzka bes süyüsdi (Tu 49) 
“Elteri$ kagan fought China 17 times, the Kitafi 7 times and the Oguz 5 
times”. Cf. further iki kafa tamirim tokip ülüncd tokiyu umatin tina turur 
(U MI 37,35) “My artery beats twice (but), being unable to beat the 3" 
(üme), stands still”, with both multiplicative and ordinal. Ordinals are 
also combined with kafa, as in üdün€ kata “for the 3'İ time? (Suv 13,23) 
or ikinti kata “for the 2“ time” (KöktüTurf p.1058, WilkKatMan nr. 582 
12-3). birâr kata and üdâr kata (Ht VI 820 and 825) are “once cach” and 
“thrice each”. 


401 There is a numeral in the ms. 
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Collectives in *(4)gU or -A4gU (dealt with in OTWEF section 2.52) are 
also often derived from numerals; e.g. ikigü or ikâgü “a pair“ or 
bes tâgü “a group of five”. birâgü is also attested, and signifies “a set of 
one”. In the instrumental case these collectives are adverbial. They 
appecar to have been pronominal (which they in a sense are also by 
content, since they stand for names of groups): They usually get the 
pronominal accusative suffix *m/ also in relatively early texts, and in 
Orkhon Turkic they show pronominal n before possessive suffixes 
(section 3.121). 

ikitz (DLT etc.) is “twin; this should be another instance of the plural 
element -(X)z found in e.g. the possessive suffix -(X)m-Xz “our” or the 
pronoun siz “you (plural)”: The very common addition of the collective 
suffix *AgU to numerals is also, after all, not felt to be a redundancy. 
Note that -4gU forms denote the whole group, whereas -(X)z derivates 
from numerals (others being attested in Middle Turkic) can denote a 
single “twin? etc.. 

The suffix *g// forms names for geometrical figures with a certain 
number of sides, as /örtgil “sguare” (Suv 544,8, variant in 477,2; SUK 
WP3,3 and Mi28,4). The suffix may not be applicable to all numerals, 
if üdcgil törtgil sâkiz kirlig alti yegirmi kirlig (MaitrH XXV 4117) refers 
to figures with 3, 4, 8 and 16 sides. 

The postposition and adverb öyi “separate from, separately etc.” 
govems nominals in the locative or the ablative but numerals in the 
nominative; it then has a special meaning as in kop kamag yalyuklar üc 
önyi bölâr (MaitrH XV 14r17) “he divides all humans into three groups? 
or yeti öyi âtözlârin biğip (MaitrH Y 211) “dividing their bodies into 
seven pieces each”. 


Words signifying “all? are kamag / kamig / kamug (this last attested in 
ManTürkFrag 161, SP 37 or ms. M 657rl and 3 guoted in the note to 
BT V 521),493 glku,404 yonki and tolp (all three deverbal), #özü, kop (a 
number of times in the different Orkhon inscriptions), barda, bari (both 
< bar, i.e. originally “as much as there is” and “what there 1495) and 
yapa.*© Some of these get the collective suffix, as kamagu,*7 


492 Both forms appear to be attested well; cf. e.g. the index to SUK. 

493 Borrowed from Iranian and a cognate of Persian hama. 

404 This and kop are definitely not postpositions, as stated by Gabain 1974: 135, 142. 

405 DhâSü 24 has alku barda as binome. That barda should come from *bar-ir4da, as 
written in Gabain 1941: 59, is, I think, unlikely for semantic reasons. 

406 Not in DTS or EDPT but used with this meaning eleven times in BT XIII 2, 5, 10, 
21,22,27, 36, 50 and 54, sometimes in binomes with k£amig, tüzü, barda or yomki. 
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yomkitgu, tüzütgü (Pothi 98 and 181) and alkutgu. köp, which is 
rather rare in Old Turkic, and üküs signify “many, much”. A number of 
these words and also *(4)gU forms at a guite carly stage show *7/ (and 
not -(X/g) as accusative suffix, in accordance with their pronominal 
content. amari “a few, some? (also “the others”) is documented in UW 
116-117. Tt is used both as a noun phrase by itself (both as amarilari, 
when referring to a set which is part of a larger set mentioned before, 
and as amari) and adnominally as part of a noun phrase. in TT X 39 we 
find amarilari (and not amari)) used adnominally, in amarilari tinliglar 

adin azunka bardilar “Some creatures ... went to a different 
existence”. 


Absolute measure words of Uygur are practically always borrowed. For 
length and distance we find #sun “an inch”, dig “a foot” or “a cubit” (both 
< Chinese), digin apparentiy also “a foot” (in DKPAMPb 1345 and 
Maitr 75v8), kula “a fathom” and berâ “a mil&. For time we can 
mention £$an “a very short moment? (<< Sanskrit). For weight there is | 
yastuk (the Turkic word for “cushion”, that being the weight”s shape; cf. 
Persian hâlis, with the same two meanings. A yastuk consists of 50 sifir 
or satir (<< Greek); 1 sifir consists of 10 bakir. batman (£ Chinese jin) 
is a large unit of weight. The smallest measure of capacity is kav, 10 
kav being | $iy (< Chinese) and 10 $Siy 1 küri. 10 küri “bushel?” give one 
Sig. Sig (< Chinese but already borrowed by Bactrian) or /fagar isa 
measure of capacity, for grain among other things. Hence it also 
became a measure of arable land, based on the amount of seed reguired 
to sow it. The Zâmbin is a small unit for liguid measure; 3 #âmbin are | 
saba, 10 saba 1 kap (the largest measure for liguids). Cf. Yamada 1971 
and Matsui 2000. Measure words in a series can, of course, be jJoined; 
e.g. keyi /törjt ig bir tsun (At VII 976) “Its width is four feet one inch”. 

As pointed out by Moriyasu in several publications, the means of 
payment during the reign of the West Uygur kingdom was guanpu, an 
official and standard bale of cloth, replaced in Yuan times by kümüs$ 
“silver? or daw. During Yuan rule, trade was effected also by böz 
“cotton cloth. 

For dates, the twelve animal cycle of years is used from the 
inscriptions of the Uygur Steppe Empire on, and till the latest texts. 
Months are numbered (ikinti ay etc.), but daxsapat ay is used for the 


407 This is not a “Nebenform” of kamag, as A. v. Gabain wrote in the n. to TT IX 26, 


but haplologically simplified from *kamagtagu. The base is known to have been 
copied from Iranian; no Iranistic or Turcological justification for such a “Nebenform” is 
known to me. 
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last, aram ay for the first month. Days are numbered starting from the 
new moon (yayi “new”) as, e.g. ü€ yayika “on the 3'İ day of the month”. 
This reckoning proves that the months were indeed moon months, as 
warranted also by their name (ay *moon?); yet not all of them can have 
been pure moon months, as they did not wander through the seasons (as 
Islamic months do). Cf. in general Bazin 1991 for Old Turkic dating. 
-(X)m is used for forming ad hoc units of measure: yefi tut-um talkan 


(Ht) is “the time it takes for food to get cooked', while bir #amiz- 
imsda*kya (InscrOuig V 45) is “Just as little as a drop”. 


3.2. Verbs 


Verbs are a class of lexemes showing categories as listed in section 3.22 
below; accordingliy, elements such as bar “there is” and yok “there isv't” 
or kârgâk “it is necessary?” are not verbs though mostly used 
predicatively. The presence of verbs is not obligatory cither in 
sentences or in subordinate clauses, if the predicate is not a content to 
be found in a verbal lexeme, and if no explicit verbal categories are to 
be expressed. If verbal categories are to be expressed although the 
predicate is a nominal, the language uses the verb âr- “to be” or some 
other member of the small group of copular verbs (see section 3.29). 


3.21 Verb derivation 


We distinguish between denominal derivation (which can also have 
lexemes of adjective-type content as base) and deverbal derivation; it 
happens only very rarely that one formative is used for both purposes. 
The derivation of verbs from pronouns, which exists in some Turkic 
languages, is not productive in Old Turkic. Verb stem formation will 
not be described here in any detail, as this has already been done in the 
OTWEF (the formation of denominal verbs in part V, the formation of 
deverbal verbs in parts VI and VI! of that work, which deals with 
derivation as well as with its various functions); moreover, most of 
word formation takes place in the lexicon and not in the grammar. 


3.211. Denominal verb formation 

In the denominal derivation of verbs, the most common formatives are 
KHA- and *4-, which form both transitive and intransitive verbs. *U-, 
KA)d-, *(X)k-, *(Ajr- and HAn-, on the other hand, only form 
intransitives. Onomatopocic and synesthetic intransitives can end in 
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tkir-, Sirk or “rA4-; the egually intransitive *-s/r4- verbs are associated 
with -sXz and denote lack or loss. -(AYrk4- (#k4- with bisyllabic bases 
ending in consonants) forms transitive verbs expressing feelings, 
attitudes or opinions towards their object. The possibility that there 
existed a O derivation of verbs from nouns cannot be ruled out: Cf. 
kari- “to grow old” no doubt related to kari “old”. 


3.212. Deverbal verb formation 

Derivation of verbs from verbs usually serves the diathesis category, 
reported on in the next section. Desideratives and similatives, which 
describe “types of inaction?, can, on the other hand, be mentioned here: 
Verbs formed with -(X)gs4- denote the wish to carry out the action 
denoted by the base verb, while adding -(X)ms/n- has the writer 
describe the subject”s behaviour as mere pretense. The reader is referred 
to part VI of OTWEF for details. An example for the latter formation 
(not mentioned in OTWF 531f.) appcars in #ölgâli topolgali umsinmi$ 
ol (Ht VII 372) “He pretended to be able to penetrate it; it is derived 
from the verb w- “to be able to”. 


3.22. Verbal categories 


The Old Turkic category of voice and diathesis, which describes the 
mutual behaviour of the participants in the action and their task in it, 
has four major and two minor members. The category is expressed bya 
set of intercombinable suffixes placed after the stem but before the 
suffix of negation. These suffixes also serve the derivation of verbs 
from verbs (g.v. in section 3.212): Note that deverbal nominals such as 
âvr-il-ine-*siz, yar-il-indig, yölâ-S-ür-üg, bâlgür-t-mâ (all mentioned in 
the OTWEF) also contain stems formed in this way. Vying and 
cooperation between two or more participants in the action is expressed 
by -(X)s-, an element which usually comes last in the chain of voice and 
diathesis suffixes. Passivity is expressed by -(X)/-, -£X.- or -tUrXi.. 
-sXk- verbs have actions taking place to the detriment of subjects, partly 
governing (in the accusative case) the entity lost by them. -/X2- verbs 
show their subjects to be responsible for activities of which they are the 
objects. Verbs formed with -(X)n-, -(Xn- or the rarer -(X)d- and -(X)k-408 


408 Gabain 1974 $ 160 (and already in the note to 1. 1805 of her edition of parts of Ht 
VI) expressed the view that the meaning of this formative is “intensive?, mentioning the 
verbs alk- “to use up, destroy etc.”, “6ök-” “to think” and könük- “to burn up”. The 
semantic relationship of the first with a/- “to take” is dubious, the second, guoted from 
UL 11,8, isa mistake for (Wük- (*hük-) “to heap up” (what here appcars is the 


MORPHOLOGY 229 


are reflexive, anti-transitive (i.e. intransitive derived from transitive) or 
middle. Verbs formed with -Ur-, -4r-, -gUr-, -tUr-, -Xz-99 or -(X)ir- 
(G(Dr- in later Old Turkic), finally, are just transitive if their bases are 
intransitive but causative if the bases are transitive; however, -(X)/- 
derivates from transitive bases tend to be reversive, i.e. to get passive 
meaning. See section 4.5 for more details on the use of these suffixes. 

If the base is a nominal clause, the opposition between intransitive 
and transitive is taken care of by the auxiliaries âr- “to be, bol- “to 
become” and ki/- “to do”: balig baslig kil- (Maitr 78v1) “to wound” is 
the transitive or causative counterpart of balig baslig bol- (Xuast 1 9) 
“to get wounded”, adak asra kil- “to subdue? (Maitr 5r4) of adak asra 
bol- “to be subdued” (Suv 313,1), yok yodun kil- “to annihilate” of yok 
yodun bol- “to be destroyed”. 


The suffix of verbal negation is -14-, whereas nouns can be negated 
through yok and *sXZ; the latter denotes not only “lack” but also — with 
adjectives — negation of the guality in guestion. We find -m4- in finite 
and non-finite verb forms but not in deverbal nouns. One exception is 
-gUci, dealt with in section 3.113 as a formative for forming deverbal 
nominals although we (rarely) do have -m4-gUdl: Even -mAgUcI forms 
describe people by their permanent gualities.4!9 

-mA- is generally applied in agglutinative manner, but there are guite 
a number of exceptions (cf. Grenbech 1955 and see Erdal 1979: 156 for 
historical development): The aorist and, in Orkhon Turkic, the future 
tense (discussed in sections 3.233 and 3.234 respectively) have irregular 
negative forms. The negative counterpart of -ml/$ is -m4AdOk, with 
-mAmls starting its appearance in not very carly texts (rare even in 
Suv). -mA-gU is not attested in carly texts either; it is rare in Suv but we 
do findite.ginUl11154,13 orBTID 273 and 320; the distribution of 
-mAgUlXk appears to be similar. Uygur -(X)p, -(X)pAn and the vowel 
converb have -m4f/n as their negative counterpart; this is presumably 
the instrumental of -m14//, appearing in this same use in runiform 
inscriptions and Oarakhanid. Topicalised negation can be moved to an 
auxiliary, as in /fâprândsiz boltum ârmâz mü (Suv 626,18) “Have I not 
become immovable?” instead of *bolmatim mu. 


lexicalised noun ökmâk “heap”) and the third (from M 117,12) should be a scribal error 
for the very common kü-ür- “to bum (tr.). OTWF 524-5 argues against the existence 
of Old Turkic suffixes consisting of vowels bearing “intensive” meaning. 

409 Can in no way be related to -Ur-, as thought by some scholars, as the suffixes 
differ both in their vowels and their consonants. 

410 Only in the Suv text do we find -gUĞğl used as action noun (cf. section 3.282). 
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Verb stem compounding, well attested in some modem Turkic 
languages, is unknown in Old Turkic except for the use of u-ma- “to be 
(un)able to” in part of the corpus (cf. section 3.252 below). 

Several classes of auxiliaries are compounded with the vowel converb 
and with the converbs in -(X)p and -g4// to express such categories as 
ability, actionality, politeness and the guestion whether the action is 
carricd out for the benefit of the subject or for some other participants 
in the action. These categories and the means for expressing them are 
discussed in section 3.25. 


There are five further verbal categories, tense-aspect (for which see 
section 3.26), status, mood and, together with finite verb phrases and 
(partly) with the conditional, the subject's person and number. Status 
and epistemic mood are the topic of section 3.27 while volitive mood 
and modality are dealt with in section 5.1; see section 3.231 for the 
forms of the volitional paradigm. 


Most Old Turkic verb forms use pronouns for agentive person and 
number (at least in the first and second persons), but the constative 
preterite uses possessive suffixes (and apparentiy also the -sXk form as 
mentioned in section 3.26).4!! The volitional paradigm amalgamates 
person and number with the volitional marker; -(4M/m, the 1“ person 
plural hortative suffix, e.g., is opague as to plurality. However, personal 
pronouns are by no means excluded from joining volitional forms: Cf. 
e.g. siz “you (pl.)” added to the 2" person plural imperative of /iyla- in 
bârü tinlay siz (HamTouHou 1, 1-2) “Listen here!”, said in politely 
addressing a single person. 

One can also add */4r to the 2"“ and 3'İ person plurals, and *4r is 
also found optionally in the 3”İ person plural of other forms (e.g. 
öcâsmi$lâr “they are said to have argued? in a runiform ms. or külmislâr 
“they are said to have laughed? in Yosıpas 18). Imstances like a/ku 
tinliglar bo ... kisig sâvâr taplayur ayayur agirlayurlar (TT VW A 113) 
“all creatures love and honour this person”, where four verb forms share 
the suffix, or the sentence yer suvlar suv üzâki kemi osoglug alti törlüg 
tâprâyür kamSayurlar “The continents shake and rock six ways, like a 
ship on water? (MaitrH XX 1r2) might suggest that it comes from the 


4LL In a contract published in Usp 24 there appcars to be an instance of the 2nd person 
possessive suffix added to the form in -dAd/: bolmasa sân kurug kaltaliy ,Otherwise 
you will lose all”. At some stage in Middle Turkic the conditional also acguired 
possessive suffixes referring to agents. 
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plural demonstrative pronoun olar. This is a possibility, especially in 
view of the fact that 0/, the singular counterpart of olar, is often used as 
a copula, without demonstrative content. The fact that -/4r is shared 
between more than one word does not, however, make this idea more 
likely, as case suffixes, for instance, can also be shared. Since the 
guoted forms are participles in predicative use, one might think that 
what we have here is the participle (which is, after all, a nominal form) 
in the plural. Note, however, that Uygur also has -zUnlA4r (e.g.inM1 
29,16 and 30,18) and -d/Ar for the 3'İ person plural of the imperative 
and the preterite respectively (beside -zUn and -d/, which can also be 
used with a plural subject), although these are not nominal; these prove 
that -/4r has become a plural marker for the verb as well. Another 
possible explanation for these forms is that verbal -/4r started from the 
participles and reached the truly finite forms by analogy. 

In none of these paradigms does Old Turkic show the distinction 
inclusive / unmarked, known from some modern Turkic languages. 

The expression of person and number is not obligatory in carly texts, 
e.g. with sülüâmdâsâr in ayaru sülâmâsâr kaanin ârsâr ol bizni— xagani 
21) “If (we) do not fight it (i.e. the Türk confederation) i£ will, at some 
stage — its ruler is said to be valiant and his advisors are said to be 
clever — at some stage (it) will definitely kill us”; reference to the 
confederation involved has also to be supplied from the context, and the 
writer may have meant that reference to be understood as a plurality: | 
refer to “the Türk confederation” only in order to adapt my translation 
to the Old Turkic text. Outside Orkhon Turkic, subject plurality is very 
often expressed explicitly even when it also follows from the context, 
but not where a plural subject is adjacent: Cf. yâklâr kâlir “The demons 
come? and /fanmi$ üzütlâr tasikar “The rejected souls come? (M TI 11,10 
and 13). This holds also when the subjects are human, e.g. bolar mini 
bilmâz “They wouldn't recognise me” (TT X 473-4), referring to 
Brahmans. In £amag kara bodun yigilip bir ikintiskâ inda tep testilâr 
(DKPAMPb 159) “All the common people assembled and told each 
other the following? the plurality of the subject is lexical but not 
morphological, while verbal plurality is expressed both by plural and by 
cooperative-reciprocal morphology. The plurality expressed in /etiglâr 
... boSgunsarlar tinlasarlar üküsin bilü umazlar (Ht VU 155) “(Even) 
the clever ones cannot understand most of it when they study it or listen 
to it is verbal and not nominal, as the plurality expressed is that of the 
verbs” subjects; the plural verb forms do not refer to any plurality of 
entities as participles would. 
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There are no plural verb forms in runiform inscriptions, but no 
difference between Manich&an and other Uygur texts in the use of Ar 
with verbs is apparent. In Manich&an sources we find such examples: 
barda kisilâr inda tilâyürlâr “All people wish this? (M HI 23,30), 
ârksinür elânürlâr eliglâr xanlar “They govern and rule, the kings and 
rulers?” (M Il nr. 8 İl r 8-9); bo savka ymâ kamgan külmislâr, 
yosipas(i)g ögmislâr, inca temi$slâr (M NI or. 14 r 1-2) “They all 
laughed at this matter, praised Aesop and said the following”; o/ üdkâ 
k(a)mag tâlyrilâr mlâ)yigü ögründülüg s(â)vindlig bolgaylar (M | 
11,6-8) “Then all the gods will forever be happy”; k(a)lfi mani burxan 
amari burxanlar vristilâr /...J bo âl...J kâlsârlâr M 124,7) “When the 
prophet Mani and the other prophets and angels come (to ...Y'; ölürgâli 
elitsârlâr (M TI nr. 14 v 1) “When they leadit to death ...”; sizlâr ani 
ücün okütmis boltuyuzlar (M Tl nr.7 WI r 5) “You have been called*!2 
for that reason; furuylar kamug bâglâr kadaslar (M TI 9,4) “Stand up, 
all lords and brothers!?”. The instance from M III nr. 8 guoted above as 
well as ögürdi sâvintilâr in SP 39 or iğmây yemânlâr in WilkKatMan 
nr. 65 B 1 show that the juncture between verb forms and this suffix 
was a rather loose one, as we have pairs of verb forms (aorist, 
constative preterite and volitional in the mentioned instances) sharing a 
single plural suffix. 

Grönbech 1936: 72 (guoting Buddhist examples for K/4r with the 
finite verb) states that such plural verb forms are used only when the 
subject is a living being. This appears to be generally true but there are 
exceptions; here is a Manich&an one: idin siyar üküs$ ârürlâr küdlüglâr 
köyülâr*3 biliglâr sakindlar kim dokrayurlar kam$ayurlar; andula 
mânizlig ârürlâr kalti ulug taloy samudri (M VU nr. 4 r 14) “Inside there 
are numerous forceful ones, attitudes, impressions and thoughts which 
are bubbling and stirring; they look like the great ocean”. 


3.23. Finite verb forms 


The Old Turkic finite verb differs from infinite verb forms in that it 
normally expresses the person and the number of its subject(s), in that 
its typical task is to serve as a sentence predicate; it cannot, on the other 
hand, be used adnominally or adverbialIy. The person-number category 
has six members, three in the singular and three in the plural. The 
category can be said to be optional with finite verb forms as well, since 


412 oki-t-mi$ refers to the object of the verb, as -(X)r- derivates from transitive verbs 
often do. 
413 This is not an error, as double // is often simplified. 
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a verb form in the 3'İ person may in fact not be coupled with any 
reference to a subject; the content then corresponds to English “one? as 
subject. The verb is in the plural also if there is only a single subject in 
the nominative, in case there is another one in the instrumental case 
form; e.g. xaganimin sü eltdimiz (Tut 53) “I went on campaigning 
together with my khan: There is a similar rule also in some other 
languages such as Turkish and Russian. Old Turkic has no distinction 
between an inclusive and a neutral 1“ person plural (i.e. sensitivity to 
whether any third party is included in the reference to the 1“ person 
plural beside the speaker and the addressee) which we find elsewhere. 

In Orkhon Turkic only the verb forms of the volitional paradigm have 
a true person-number conjugation; the mood suffixes are amalgamated 
with person and number and do not fall into one morphological slot 
together with the indicative tense-aspect or the participle and converb 
suffixes. Still, the early Turks did not conceive of indicative verbal con- 
tent only in nominal terms: There is nothing nominal about the purely 
predicative future in -gAy as documented in the sources, and indirective 
-ml$ cannot (or no longer can) be eguated with the verbal noun of the 
same shape.*4 Imperfective aspect, the one dominating the present- 
tense domain, is exclusively participial; thus especially the aorist. Note 
that the participles in -(XWgm4 and -(X)g// (and -gAn, wherever it 
appecars) are never found in fully predicative use; nevertheless the 
participial and the finite uses of the - Ur form cannot be considered to be 
mere homonyms, as they are too similar in content. The Orkhon Turkic 
-dAĞI future also originates in a present participle attested as such in 
Uygur and living on in Western Turkic; in Orkhon Turkic it moved into 
the future tense (in fact only into the positive future, as the negative 
future form is different) as a result of “present renewal”. 

The forms of the constative preterite -d*, the only indicative verb 
forms to express person by morphological means, use the possessive 
personal suffixes to refer to the subject. This can be explained as 
originally expressing the “possession of an act”; the paradigm may have 
survived from an older system in which verbal morphology only 
characterised aspect, the use of the possessive paradigm serving as an 
anteriority marker (as in Yakut; cf. Republican Turkish (W/)dIm etc.). In 
section 3.232 we guote a Maitr instance where the form is governed by 
a postposition, i.e. in fact appears in nominal use. The Orkhon 


414 Prehistorically, -g4y may have contained the suffix -g4 forming deverbal nouns; 
see sections 3.112 and 3.234. Besides, -g4y is not attested in Orkhon Turkic; that may 
indeed be said to be largely nominal in the functioning of its indicative verbal system, 
as Classical Mongolian was. 
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inscriptions also have the -sX£ form with the possessive suffix *-Xy 
referring to the addressee as subject. It expresses the speaker?s opinion 
that a certain event will needs follow automatically from deeds being 
carried out by the addressee; the message that there will be no escape 
from the results may have been behind a use of a suffix implying 
perfective aspect. 

Verbal nominals used as perfect or projection participles also use pos- 
sessive endings to refer to the subject, while person is expressed by pro- 
nouns With all other predicative verb forms (including the future form 
in -gAy, which is not a participle). Converbs are not followed by perso- 
nal suffixes, but converbal phrases consisting of participles governed by 
postpositions sometimes are. All verb forms used as predicates of main 
clauses, and the conditional form -sAr, can in Uygur get the suffix Ar 
to show that the subject is in the plural, e.g. in the analytical phrase 
kuğmazlar mu ârdi “weren't they wont to embrace? (DKPAMPb 608). 
Sentences such as mân öyür mân (HamTouHou |, 2) “I remember” or 
bön anda ter mân “1 say as follows” already in Tuü 37 show that 
previous mention of the subject did not cause its deletion in the verb 
phrase. In 3'İ persons we often find the pronoun ol, even when there is 
an explicit subject. The fact that, in the Tufi example guoted, the 
independent pronoun is bân but the clitic one mön and that the 3“ 
person plural adds -/Ar directiy to the verb form speaks for referring to 
forms with the clitic paradigm as finite as well. To this we can add the 
clitic miz, which is added in Çarakhanid Turkic to verb forms instead of 
biz: biz barmas miz (DLT f01.301); kilur miz (OB 4904), ursa miz (OB 
4016). The explanation for this is not, of course, phonetic but analogy 
from mân. 

Reference to the subject could usualIy be gathered from the context 
when the sentence itself did not supply it; if this was not the case cither, 
the sentence was understood to hold for any subject, what is sometimes 
called “impersonal”. 


3.231. The volitional paradigm 

This was the only paradigm clearly finite already in Proto-Turkic: The 
other predicative forms including the preterite (discussed in the next 
section) appecar to have been built around participles. Here are the 
volitional4!5 forms: 


415 1 use this term (< Lat. wolo “1 want”) instead of the more usual “imperative” because 
the 1“ person sg. cannot be said to give orders. The others are also used for a much 
wider array of interactional contents than the term “imperative? would suggest. 
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singular plural 
1“ person -A)yin -4A)lIm 
2"İ person 0,-(5)ny -)n, -OOylAr 
3'İ person -zUn -zUn, -zUnlAr 


Examples: /asik-ayin, yori-yin, yaz-ma-yin; buz-ma artat-ma ... ağ to- 
gil!6 (MaitrH XV 13v11-13), gur-ma (DKPAMPb 889); sin-alim ,let us 
test” (Wettkampf 42), kavis-alim; tasik-iy, âsid-iylâr (MaitrH XXV 
3r17) ,listen (pl.)”. The 1“ person singular suffix is often spelled as 
-(A)yn in Manich&an and other texts, but Zieme (note to BT V 362) 
doubts that this has any phonetic significance. Variants of the shapes 
-Ayl and -Ay are used in the OB when needed for the sake of rhyme or 
metre; see Hacıeminoğlu 1996: 190 for examples of -4y7.417 

The 3'İ person “imperative” has several variants. In a runiform letter 
ms. (UigBrief B v) we find the form berzün spelled with a diacritical 
mark over the Z, suggesting a pronunciation -ZUn. Since such diacritics 
are known only in the runiform mss., this indication at pronouncing the 
sibilant may actually be old. It accords with the form b0/-Cun which we 
find in Orkhon Turkic, in KT E 11 and BO E10, appcaring in 
opposition to bolmazun: || is the voiced counterpart of (81, and d'/d? 
are in Orkhon Turkic replaced at the beginning of several suffixes by 
t'/£, their voiceless counterparts, when the stem ends in /r 1/. The 
grapheme choice between T and D has been taken to reflect an 
opposition between a voiced stop and a voiced fricative (see section 
2.409); however, such a distinction could not lie behind the alternation 
&:Zifthe diacritic which we find here is taken at face value. 

In Oarakhanid sources, the 3'İ person imperative always has /s/ 
instead of /z/, and around half of the Brahmı instances are not -zUn but 
-sUn. Cİ. also mini afayu yarlikasunlar (M 1 30,18) “May they 
graciously evoke my name” in a late addition to a Manicha&an ms.. In 
the fragments in Sogdian script (Fedakâr) we find a suffix variant -zUn/ 
in artamazuni (205), tavranzuni (350) and bolzuni (392), all in 
fragmentary context. This variant is well attested in the OB as -sUnl 
where demanded by rhyme or metre.8 The OB also has many 
examples of a variant -sU, which one might want to link with the form 
-zU in tâyri yarlikazu found in Tui 53 and KT E29. OB examples for 


416 e// is a particle discussed in section 3.344. 


417 Hacıeminoğlu is misleading concerning -4y; it occurs in OB 560 (B against AC), 
1033 (BC), 3186 (C against B) and 4172 (BC against A) and thus does seem to be real. 

418 Another feature shared by the Sogdian script mss. (“Argu”) and the OB (as well as 
Early Ottoman) are fused inability forms like a/-u-ma-di “he was unable to take”. 
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-SU and -sUnl are listed in Hacıeminoğlu 1996: 192. It is unclear, 
however, whether the suffix appearing in these inscriptional passages is 
a variant of -zUn: The KT passage has a parallel in the BO inscription, 
which has yarlikadok üdün instead of yarlikazu. An imperative would, 
indeed, not be appropriate in the Tuü or the KT contexts, as both refer 
to the past. This makes it likely that -zU is an otherwise unattested 
archaic suffix with converb function. Finally, two parallel instances of a 
variant -zÜn/n in a Manichean passage: yarok tâyrilâr yarlikazunin 
karam birlâ kförlüsüplân)/ külüsügin oloralim “May the bright gods 
permit it and let my gentle one and me be united never to get separated 
(again); may the powerful angels give us strength and may my black- 
eyed one meet and sit together laughing.” (M II 8,16-9,18). I take the 
forms to represent a blend between the imperative suffix and an 
instrumental form like anin “thereby?; the same process can be observed 
with the form -((YpAnXn. What lies behind this is a blend between two 
constructions:; The realisation of the wish expressed by the imperative 
will make the union possible; in Turkish this could also be expressed by 
two volitional forms, in a sentence such as Tanrı izin versin de artık 
ayrılmıyalım. The resultative content of dA in the Turkish sentence (as 
of fa in Arabic) would have been expressed by this addition of an 
instrumental suffix to imperatives, a wish expressing a condition. 

I have spelled the 1“ person plural (hortative) suffix as -(4)//m with / 
and not X in the second syllable as I do not recall having seen it with a 
rounded vowel; the shape of the suffix in wnif-alam (M111,19) does 
not necessarily speak for /X/ cither. However, I am unable to adduce 
instances where it is added to verb stems ending in rounded vowels (of 
which there are more than 30). -(4)//m is the only hortative form of Old 
Turkic, but the Middle Turkic Oişaşu ”I-Anbiyâ has -4// and -4/7y (for 
exclusive vs. inclusive or dual vs. plural meaning respectively). In view 
of modem evidence for these forms, it seems possible for -(4)//m to 
have been secondary and Proto-Turkic to have had *-(4)/7.*9 

In some texts, -(X)y is exclusively used for polite address to the 
singular, -(X)y/Ar for plural addressees, e.g. bariylar ... tilâylâr istânlâr 


419 Transcribed as bir'ög by Le Cog, who adds: “Lies birüng?”. I have accepted the 
reading proposed by Zieme 1969:119, which the facs. shows to be at least possible. 
Arat, who reedited the poem as ETŞ 4, tacitly writes yarlıkazın (thus!) and birzün. 

420 In OB 4975 ms. B has kirâliy against kirâlim of AC, in 5964 baraliy in A against 
baralim in BC, in 3489 barali in A again against baralim in BC, all three in dual and 
not plural use. The A ms. is guite late. Cf. also Ata 2002: 79-80 for Harezm Turkic 
usage. 
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“go ... search” used by Herodes to address the three MagiinU 15-6, or 
uruylar used in answer to uralim in BT 1B 11; in others, -(X)y is also 
used for addressing more than one person. The Orkhon inscriptions 
have neither -(X)y/Ar nor -zUnlAr but use -(X)y and -zUn for the plural 
as well. DLT fol.289 guotes a verse with the 2"İ person plural 
imperative forms koymaniz and kiymanyiz corresponding to what would 
in his language be kodmaylar and kidmanylar, saying that this is how the 
Oguz and the Kipcak tribes form this imperative. The forms, in use in 
Oguz languages to this day, are constructed in analogy with the plural 
of personal pronouns and possessive suffixes, whereas the -/Ar of other 
Turkic languages comes from nominal inflexion. 

nm M19,11-14 (cf. also Zieme 1969: 152) we find a cursing suffix: bir 
âkintikâ karganurlar alkanurlar taki... okisurlar “yok yodun boluyur ... 
otkâ örtânkâ töpön tüsüyür ... ” tep sögüsürlâr “They curse each other 
and shout at each other, abusing each other by saying “Get destroyed! 
Fall into fire and flames with your head downwards!”?. I found such a 
suffix to be still in use as -gUr in Uzbek, Bashkir and Khalaj, where it 
can be added to the 2" person singular; in our examples, -gUr appears 
to have been contracted with the plural imperative suffix -(X)y to give 
-(X)yUr, similar to the contraction of the dative suffix with the 2" 
person possessive endings. 

The use of all these forms is discussed in section 5.1 of this work; the 
suffix -zUn appears also in final clauses (section 4.636). 


3.232. Forms expressing anteriority 
There are three verb forms which can refer to anteriority; The 
constative preterite, the indirective and (in Buddhist Uygur sources) the 
vivid past. 

The constative preterite: 


singular plural 
Ist person -dXm -dXmXz 
2nd person (o-dXı --dXg -dXnyXz --dXgXz, -dXyXzlAr 
3rd person o -dI -dI(lAr) 


This paradigm can be described as -d (with certain bases, our sources 
actualiy spell the suffix with T, a fact to which we come back below) 


238 CHAPTER THREE 


followed by the “possessive? suffixes (here described in section 3.122). 
These suffixes commonly refer to the verb's subject when affixed to 
perfect or projection participles such as the ones in -m1/$, -dOk and -sXk 
(cf. sections 3.283 and 3.284). This has given scholars since Bang 
1923: 129 the idea that the alveolar part of the constative preterite 
suffix might originally have been that of a verbal noun; cf. also the 
apparentiy finite (and at any rate predicative) -sX£*-Xy form guoted 
below from the Orkhon inscriptions. However, while there is a deverbal 
noun form in -(U/£ (discussed in OTWEF section 3.108) there is none 
with a /d/.2! Still, in MaitrH XI 15r4 we find*2 the phrase savlarag 
(yarutdumuz tamdurtumuz üün by the editors translated as “Weil wir 
die Worte ... erhellten (Hend.)(7)”. Here, two -d:XmXz forms are 
govermed by a postposition and must therefore be nominal (as yarot- 
dok-umuz would be). While, therefore, there appears not to have been 
any derivate with a /d/, there may have been a participle with this 
consonant in inflexional morphology, if this single example (giving us 
two forms) is not an error; see also OTWF 316. 

Orkhon Turkic spells the suffix with -t'/t when the stem ends in /In r/ 
(with the exception of bar-, which came from *bari- as shown by its 
aorist form), and with -d'/d otherwise: See examples in Tekin 1968: 
189-190. Later texts do not always keep this rule; cf. twice /urdi' in IrgB 
XV, a runiform manuscript. Johanson 1979 has made likely that 
spelling the suffix with t'/€ after /1 n r/ would reflect the fact that the 
consonant was, in that position, a stop (though voiced or weak); see 
section 2.409. Whether what was spelled as /urdi in the IrgB instances 
should indeed be read with (6) remains an open guestion. 

The 2" person variants with /g/ are found especially in the Orkhon 
inscriptions, e.g. öl-tüg “you died” in KT S6. In the 2" person plural 
Orkhon Turkic may have had only -4XgXz, with forms such as bardigiz 
and ârtigiz in the KT inscription.*3 While the ending -47 is found to be 


*! Gabain 1974 Ş 106 assumes such a suffix, for which she gives three examples: yid 
“smell? which she links with yipar “perfume”, /od “full” which she relates to /0/- *to fill 
(intr.)? and kid “behind?, which is supposed to be related to kin with the same meaning. 
The first is impossible because there is no suffix “par”, the second because there is no 
such adjective as /od “full” but only a verb stem of this shape and the third because there 
is ketdin “behind” (formed with a suffix dealt with above, from *ke) but no “ked / 
kid'.The note to HtsBriefe 1857 has some further “instances?, for which see OTWF note 
351 (and Röhrborn's note to Ht VT 939 for küzâd). 

422 Cf. the facsimile; the passage is missing in the parallel Sângim ms. 

423 See section 3.122 for variation in the 2" person plural possessive suffix in general. 
In Uygur and Oarakhanid there is the phenomenon that /1/ is sometimes spelled with K 
and not NK; this is merely a matter of spelling, however, as the front K is used in words 
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used from the carliest texts on also with plural subjects, we find -dW/Ar 
at least with human plural subjects, in not very late texts such as Ht: 
e.g. Ht VI 56-73, where three teachers, altermatively referred to as 
ücâgü, as bo acarilar or as /bof üc adarilar, are associated with actions 
referred to as /wtmi$ ârdilâr, kâd boltilar, yörüg kiltilar and yaddilar. 
The 2” person plural can also add w4r, e.g. in küzâdmödiyizlör 
(MaitrH XXI p.33 r6). -mAdXyXz itself is used for the polite singular as 
well; this explains why there is no */4r variant in the 1“ person plural. 


Verb forms expressing perfect and/or indirective content show the 
suffix -mls; in the Orkhon inscriptions, this suffix is always spelled 
with s>, which makes T.Tekin 1968 believe that it was pronounced with 
/s/ by the speakers of those texts. This might be a merely graphic 
matter, as there is no indication in modern or Middle Turkic languages 
for such a variant; see section 2.35 above for some remarks concermning 
the sibilants in the runiform script. This is also the impression we get 
from the instances of -m/s which we find in the Manich&an corpus: 
Two, inM 1 6,6-8 and 7,14, appear in a text which does not at all use 
the Manich&an letter $ (which bears no similarity to the letter S, unlike 
the similarity between S and $ in normal Uygur writing) thus making no 
distinction between /s/ and /$/ in numerous words. The same is true for 
MIM6llandllI where, beside a number of instances of -m/s, we also 
find a number of other cases of /$/ written as S. Indirectivity is dealt 
with in section 3.27. 

-ml$ and -dOk are suppletive as to negation: The negative counterpart 
of -ml$ is -mAdOk also when used for expressing indirective anteriority; 
e.g. amru busanu saknu olormi$. kayi xan ögi katun ... oglina nâdâ 
aytsar nân kigin& bermâdök “He is said to have sat there, worrying all 
the time. However often his parents asked him, he reportediy never 
gave an answer” (ChristManManus, Manich&an fragment v11). The 
fused seguence -m/$*kA is, however, negated as -mAyOktkA. -mAmls 
first tums up in the latest Old Turkic sources. The suffix -dOk 
apparentiy had a low vowel, to judge by the form ârtmâdök attested in 
TT VI G 50 in fragmentary context though clearly visible. On the 
other hand, however, we find bar-ma-duktug in TT VNI A 1. There is 
no real evidence in Old Turkic for positive -dOk used otherwise than as 
a verbal nominal or in participial function, although Kâğgarı f0l.298- 


with back vowels as well. bardiyiz is guoted in Doerfer 1993:1 from Ongin (R4) asa 
feature distinguishing the dialect of that inscription from that of KT, but the last syllable 
may (according to the Thomsen — Wulff material) not be visible; i.e. this may bea 
singular form. 
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299 does supply us with such evidence from the dialects of “most of the 
Oguz and some of the Suvars and Kipchak” (guoted in Tekin 1997; 7). 
Tekin 1997: 6 guotes “âbkâ tâgdöküm “1 arrived in the camp?” from 
Ongin R 2 but what can be seen there (and could be seen when the 
inscription was discovered) is only /ögd/ök/üm. He also states that 
Volga Bolgarian and Danube Bolgarian had finite (positive) -dOk, but 
that is disproven in Erdal 1993: 76-80 and 1988 respectively. Since 
there is nothing else, we have to state that Old Turkic has -dOk as finite 
verb only if negated, although that may have been different in Proto- 
Turkic. 


The suffix -yOk expressing the vivid past presumabiy had a low vowel 
and not /U/, because it is spelled thus in TT VI H 50 and 18 and21; 
cf. however bulganyufkj in TT VW O 9. In this function it appears only 
in Buddhist texts; in the 3“ person this always gets the pronoun o/ 
added to it. There are no runiform examples of -yOk; in Manich&an 
Sources it is attested only as participle (section 3.283) and only in six 
instances (most of them in the late Pothi book). Its function is discussed 
in section 3.26; D.M. Nasilov (1966) has dealt with this suffix, giving 
numerous Uygur examples and discussing its survival in modem 
languages in Siberia; N. Demir recently showed that it survives also in 
southern Anatolian dialects. 


3.233. The aorist 

The so-called aorist,24 whose form is used also as participle (section 
3.282), usually expresses continuous aspect. The suffix of the positive 
aorist has the allomorph -yUr with stems ending in vowels;45 -r is also 
found with these stems, though less often than -yUr in Old Turkic 
proper. -yUr is not necessarily the older form (a view expressed by 
Johanson 1976: 143-4 and Doerfer 1993: 30), although it did not 
survive very well into Middle and Modem Turkic; it could guite well be 
the newer one: -r is more often found in the early attestation of common 
forms such as /e-r “says” (the only form in Orkhon Turkic, with 9 
instances in Tuü, 3 in KT, 3 in the Ongin inscription; very common in 
the IrgB, TT 144, Maitr 51 v10, 4 times in TT VII E etc.) or yarlika-r 
“orders; deigns to” (M 111 35,14, TT X 99, more than 30 times in Maitr 
etc.), /oki-r “hits” (Maitr 110 r10 and 15), oyna-r “plays, dances? (Maitr 
140 15), yori-r “walks? (Maitr 89 r17, 173 r7 and 25), ogsa-r (Ht TI 


#4 1 use this traditional term because the many variants of the form, -Ar, -/r, -Ur, -yUr 
and -r, make it inconvenient to refer to this morpheme in archphonemic manner. 
425 We find ogsa-yir in ZiemeWind 50. 
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212) and so forth. The Brâhmı texts of TT VI alone have /elâ-r, ari, 
kuri-r, kogSa-r, savikla-r, aklar, titrâ-r, udikla-r and yarsi-r.*9 The 
probable direct connection between -m4z (discussed below) and -r also 
speaks for the greater antiguity of -r. -yUr might possibiy be the result 
of syncopation from -yU âr-ür; see section 3.251 for the joining of 
vowel converbs with âr- to express durativity. 

After consonants the aorist suffix has the alternants - Ur, -/r and -Ar, 
altemating according to whether the stem is simple or derived and, if 
the latter, with what formative (cf. also section 2.51). The alternations 
accord with the vowels in the vowel converb -U, -/ and -4 and may 
reflect a prehistorical grammatical category. Most simple (single or 
double syllable) stems have -4r but a few have -Ur and some other few 
(like /âg-) have -/r. Intransitive derived stems such as the ones formed 
with -(X)k-, *()k-, (onomatopocic) *k/r- etc. have -Ar, passive, 
reflexive and cooperative-reciprocal stems and stems with the causative 
suffixes other than -(X)/- have -Ur. Stems derived with -(X)/- have -/r in 
carly texts; in later texts this becomes -(7)/- while its converb and aorist 
vowel changes to /U/. ögir- “to rejoice” has /A/ as converb and aorist 
suffix in (early) Manich&an texts but usually /U/ in others: The change 
may have come about in analogy to its synonym sâvin-, with which 
ögir- is often used in a biverb; such analogy often happened in biverbs. 
On Old Turkic converb and aorist vowels cf. Erdal 1979b and 1986. 

The negative aorist suffix is -m4z which is, like its positive 
counterpart, followed by pronouns referring to the subject. One might 
analyse this as -m4-z, taking -z to be another allomorph of -yUr etc.; 
this seems to be a viable idea, since the conditioning between the other 
allomorphs is not purely phonological cither, but is also based on the 
morphological profile of the base. One could even make a genetic 
connection between -r and -z, since an alternation /1/ — /Z/ appears also 
in other domains of the grammar (discussed above in section 2.36). In 
modern Turkic languages one would prefer not to connect the two 
suffixes, since -m4z is stressed whereas other forms negated with -m4- 
place stress on the syllable preceding this suffix; but we know nothing 
certain about stress in Old Turkic, and stress may have moved forward 
secondarily (e.g. in analogy to other verb forms, which stress the last 
syllable). 

In Çarakhanid Turkic, -m4z appears as -m4s, though /2/ is not 
otherwise devoiced in coda position in that dialect. -724s may have been 
a dialect variant: We have e.g. yanmas yer “the place of no return” in M 


426 The form by Tekin 1968 read as Yasa-r' in KT NI10 is guite certain to be 
conditional ay-sar “since he decrees”. 
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HI nr.16 v 3. There, this is clearly not an instance of the confusion of s 
and z, atanyrate,as Ml nr.16 is an archaic text showing no instances 
of voice confusion.*7 

“-mA-yUr' does not exist: Zieme 1991: 415 (footn.113) explains the 
two instances where this was thought to appcar as the positive aorists 
tümâ-yür “adorns” and farma-yur “scratches” respectively.*5 


3.234. Future”? verb forms 

The suffix -gAy is used for reference to the future in the whole of Uygur 
but not in the Orkhon inscriptions or in most inscriptions of the Uygur 
steppe empire. It is, however, attested also in the Oara Balgasun 
inscription, the latest inscription of the Uygur steppe empire, and in 
some South Siberian runiform inscriptions, and found in runiform mss., 
e.g. ol tasig özi üzâ tutsar kopka utgay “If one keeps that stone on 
oneself one will prevail over everything? (BlattRun 18). in Erdal 1979: 
89 (footn.) I supported the hypothesis (put forward by Gabain 1959: 39) 
that -g4y should be related to -g4 (discussed in section 3.113 above asa 
deverbal nominal suffix): The forms alternate for metrical purposes in 
the OB” and the Ottoman future and modal suffix -4 must come from 
-gA, which is retained in inflexion in Khorasani Turkic. -g4 may, | 
believe, have been an original participle suffix: The final /y/ of -g4y 
might have been the nominative form of the archaic demonstrative 
pronoun *j / *j (found e.g. in inda and intin; see the end of section 
3.132 above), postposed for subject reference. This hypothesis would 
also explain why -g4y is only used predicatively and not as a 


427 An error cannot be excluded; the ms. is (according to Peter Zieme) now lost. 
Benzing 1952 is of the opinion that -r, -z and -s are of different origins: He approvingliy 
guotes Bang”s view connecting -z with the deverbal nominals in -(X)z (dealt with in 
OTWF Ş$ 3.111) and would like to link -s to the -sXk suffix forming necessitative 
participles. While the possibility that -x4z should come from -(X)z cannot be wholly 
excluded, the latter proposal seems unacceptable to me, as there isno “*Xk' suffix in 
sight. Benzing wanted to link the latter parts of -sXX and -/Ok to the particle (O)k and to 
Ik (dealt with in OTWF Ş$ 2.11) but that is excluded because of the vowels. Benzing 
1980 then proposes reading -sXk as -(A)sXk. 

428 Doerfer 1993: 51, 47 still guotes the first form from ETŞ 12 as Yuymayur' and the 
second form from M IlI nr.11v3 as Yyadmayur'. The first instance is the only evidence 
which he gives for his statement “Negative Konjugation sehr zerstört”. 

429 1 use this term to cover absolute or relative future meaning, or future tense and 
future taxis. This vague naming (occurring also above in connection with “past” and 
“present”) is resolved in subseguent sections. 

430 E.e. bolu bergâ ödlüg kâlü bergâ kut (6095) “Fate will support him and blessing 
will come upon him” (version auxiliary ber- discussed in section 3.254). 
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participle:#! -g4 i / i would be syntactically eguivalent to a seguence 
like -m/$ ol, which also consists of a participle followed by a 
demonstrative and is also, as a verb phrase, limited to predicative use; 
the original 3'İ person would have gotten generalised to other persons 
once (With the disappearance of */) -g4Ay got opague. In Old Turkic, -g4 
is found practically exclusively as formative of deverbal nouns but 
appears with the same function as -g4y in KP 75,2 and 76,6 (ina part of 
the text which shows signs of lateness). 

The runiform inscriptions have no -g4y but -d4dl instead, e.g. in 
tedâdi, kaltadi, ölürtâci, kâltâği and ârtâli, with -mAĞI as negated 
counterpart; e.g. ölmâdi yetmâdi sân “You will not die or perish” (SU 
E5) or bo yolun yorisar yaramağıi “If (Wwe) go this way it will do no 
good” (Tuf 23).2 -mAdl appcars to have corresponded to -&/, another 
(guite rare) future participle suffix: There are a few instances of the 
positive counterpart of -mAdI as participle gualifying nouns which refer 
to pregnant living beings: Such are buzagula-di kotuz ingâk (PaücFrag 
II 8) “a yak cow about to give birth” and ku/na-li kisrak (DLT) “a 
pregnant mare?; a further example of kulnaci is found in Windgott 13, 
of buzagulai in IgB XLI.3 Predicative -d4Ğl forms with future 
reference are found also in Çarakhanid, e.g. bodun ayar aydali “The 
people will say to him...” in the DLT and mini yettâdi “He will lead 
me? in the OB. /kim/kân (< kimkâ nân) bermâdi mân “1 will not give it 
to anybody” appears in DreiPrinz 86, an carly Manich&an source; the 
context is fairly clear. Since this text has the form bergây two lines 
further on, its language may have shown a suppletive relationship 
between -gAy and -mAcdI. 

Occasionally -g4y is used with imperative meaning, as future forms 
sometimes will; see section 5.1 below for an example. I have not met 
instances of this form having optative meaning, as happens e.g. in 
Karaim; Gabain states this to be the case but gives no examyples. 
yaragay “Tt will do” is in KP 48,6 used to show the speaker”s agreement 
to a reguest, as “All right!” or “O.K."; this idiomatic use can have come 


431 CE. however /a3garu üngây tâg mân (MaitrH XI 4v7) “it looks as ifl will go out”. 

432 Tekin 1968: 73 thought that -m4d/ was contracted from -m4-gAsdl This is 
unlikely because no such contractions took place at this carly stage, although 4AgU > 4 
may have occurred in nâlük ,to what purpose* (DLT fol. 197 and elsewhere; possibiy < 
nâygüslük) and in two other very late lexemes. Moreover, the deverbal noun in -g4 
(never negated in Old Turkic) is always agentive and would not have needed the suffix 
*&I to make it so. 

433 Another possibility is that -m4AcJ is a contraction from *-m4del < *-mAdAĞI, the 
second vowel then getting syncopated through the movement of the accent to the 
syllable before -m4-. 
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from future meaning as well and need not point at an early specificalIy 
modal meaning for -g4Ay. The elliptic modal use of bolgay “it will 
become” is also discussed in section 95.1. 


In Orkhon Turkic there may be traces of another future verb form 
referring to subjects with possessive suffix and used as main verb of 
sentences; it only appears twice in one passage in the KT inscription, 
repeated practically unchanged in the BO inscription: üküs türk bodun 
öltüg; türk bodun ölsükün. beriyâ öugay yi$ OWwg Ür (w)m yazi konayin 
tesâr türk bodun ölsüküg (KT S 6-7 and BON 5) “You Turk people 
were killed in great numbers. O Turk people, you might die! If you 
intend to settle the Shi-hui mountain forest and the T. plain, o Turk 
people, you might die.” The translation of -sXk-Xy (once with the oral 
alternant of the 2” person singular possessive suffix) as epistemic 
modal form is conjectural: -sXk otherwise forms necessitative 
participles. A possible nominal rendering would be “(It means) your 
inevitable death”. 


The imminent future form in -gA//r (see section 3.26 for finite, section 
3.285 for infinite use) does not seem to have turned up in inscriptional 
or in Manich&an sources, speaking for relatively late appcarance. It 
might come from *-g4// ârür, the aorist of the very rare analytical 
phrase in -g4// âr- (section 3.251). Instances in Ziemelexterg 
(Manich&an script) and OB (Arabic script) show that the suffix had /g/ 
and not /k/. Gabain 1974 $ 259 with n.41 and Tezcan (BT II 77 with 
n.) spell it with /k/ because they think it resulted from a contraction 
with the verb forms ka/-ir and kâ/-ir. This is, 1 think, less likely than my 
hypothesis; ef. the criticism expressed by Aratin ETŞn. 35,4 (p. 433). 


3.24. The analytical verb 


A verb phrase can, beside a fully lexical verbal kernel, include another 
verb, which can be grammatical to varying degrees. See section 4.23 for 
complex verb phrases in which none of the verbs is purely grammatical; 
the “other verbs” in the sections of 3.25 can have partly grammatical, 
partly lexical meaning. When only one of the verbs in a verb phrase is 
lexical to any degree, the construction is called “analytical?; e.g. öydün 
sözlüdi ârdi (Abhi B 82b4) “He had said before ...”. There are even 
triple seguencess such as kâlmis ârdi ârsâr (HtsTug V 79,25) “even 
though ... had come” or köz ârklig yindürdâği istâdâi ârmâz ârip (Abhi 
B 56a10) “the sense of sight not being an analysing or searching one”. 
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The second (and third, if any) verbal component of an analytical verb 
phrase is grammatical: Such complex verb phrases are necessary for 
expressing categories such as tense, taxis, actionality, intention, ability, 
version, status, epistemic and deontic mood or for undergoing 
subordination in conditional or converb clauses. These contents are 
discussed in the following sections. 

Analytical verb phrases expresing actionality, intention, ability or 
version (discussed in section 3.25) use a variety of verbs, but other 
categories are formed by having forms of lexical verbs get followed by 
forms of âr- “to be”. bol- “to become? also appcars to express aspect, not 
actionality, only when added to perfect participles in -m/$; (see section 
3.26). The lexical element always precedes the grammatical element, 
although scrambling is otherwise common in all texts. Another optional 
(possibly clitic) final member of a verb phrase is a subject pronoun.4 
Such seguences can be broken apart only by the particles Ok (e.g. ozmi$ 
ok ârür; bermâz ök ârsâr) and mU. The particle idi, which precedes 
negative words to stress their negativity, can also be part of the verb 
phrase. When the lexical part of these phrases is one of the forms used 
as main predicates of sentences, either of the participle type (-m18, -yOk 
etc.) or such that are used only predicatively (-4/, -gAy), the results 
generally come to be members of the tense-aspect system discussed in 
section 3.26. When converbs are used as first elements in analytical 
constructions, the products always express actionality, intention, ability 
or version. 

Forms of âr- which appear as non-first element in analytical 
seguences are the preterite, ârür and ârgây to serve the expression of 
tense and taxis (see section 3.26), ârmis for the status category (section 
3.27), ârdök with possessive suffix to make object clauses, ârip / 
ârmâtin to turn sentences into adjuncts und ârsâr to incorporate them 
into conditional sentences or correlative relativization (as in kanyu kisi 
kim bo yarokun ârmâkfig) kfâ)ntü köyülin idrâ tarimis ârsâr, ol kisi 
b(âllgüsi antag ârür: (M Tl nr. 8 Vİ 12-4) “Any person who has 
planted inside his own heart this existence with light, that person's 
mark is as follows”). If örmis, ârdökin, ârip, ârmâtin and ârsâr were to 
be replaced by -m1/$, -dOk*, -(Op, -mAtln and -sAr forms of the lexical 
verbs, these verb phrases would lose the possibility to express aspect. 

When a verb phrase consists of two verbs, categories can be 
distributed among them in various ways. With the pluperfect consisting 


434 bön appcars as mân in this position (though not as independent pronoun) already in 
some runiform inscriptions, showing that the pronoun was indeed part of the verb 
phrase already at that stage. 
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of two -d forms, the first is the one inflected for “person”; this is what 
we have in the first part of the following sentence: kayu üdün mân bes 
törlüg ulug tülüg*5 kördüm ârti, antada bârü ... olorgali küsâyür ârtim 
(MaitrH XI 4v18) “When I had seen the five sorts of great dreams, from 
that time on was | wishing to sit ...”. In the second analytical phrase of 
the guoted sentence, it is the preterite form which is marked for person, 
as that is morphological and does not demand a pronoun. The “number” 
category can have it both ways: In yâk ilgâkig kertgünmüâz ârtilâr (TT 
VI 131) “They were not wont to believe in demons” and in several 
additional sentences following this one or in öfgürmis topolmi$ ârdilâr 
(Ht VTİ 55) guoted above it is the auxiliary which has the plural suffix. 
Im cankramit kilu yorirlar ârti (MaitrH Y 225) “They were walking 
about as a spiritual exercise? or in fâgrâ foli tururlar ârti (KP 71,4), 
however, the lexical verb has the plural. âdgü ö/glis/i*9 bolyoklar ârdi 
appcarsinU IV D 10, e.g,, favisganka kâlyök ârdilâr three lines further 
on, in U IV D 13: m most of the sentences guoted, the subject is 
explicitly referred to only in a preceding sentence. In kerfgünd köyüllüg 
upasi upasandlar bar ârtilâr (TT VI 130) “There were truly faithful 
male and female community members? plurality is also expressed by 
the finite word.57 The TT VI 131 example just guoted is an example of 
“negation? getting expressed by the lexical, the first element. Another 
distribution of negation would, in principle, also be possible, as with the 
politeness auxiliary #âgin- in yazokka tüsâ tâgin-mâ-gây ârtimiz (KP 
8,1) “We would not venture to fall to sin”. 


3.25. Types of action 


The verbal categories for which complex verb phrases are formed can 
express tense or taxis, mentioned in the previous section, which localize 
the stretch of time during which the event took place with respect to the 
moment of speaking or to other events. Other complex verb phrases — 
discussed here — serve the categories of actionality, intention, ability or 
version, which refer to factual features of the event. Actionality 
describes the course and development of the event in time and specifies 
the sfage of this development in which the point referred to is situated, 
as actualiy perceived by the speaker. It contrasts with aspect, expressed 


435 Lacunas of the passage are here not marked as such as it is attested also in the 
parallel Sângim ms. (BTIX p.106). 

436 Thus following UW 404a. 

437 dirti can serve as the past tense of bar “there is”; here, however, the two are 
combined. 
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not by auxiliaries but by the morphological verb forms, which is about 
the presentation of the event”s course, taken by itself, as adapted by the 
speaker to the needs of his context (and not related to his perception). 
Another three “types of action” are described in sections 3.252-3.254; 
“Intention? is about the psychological preparedness of the subject for 
the event; “ability?” expresses the ability of the subject to carry out the 
action referred to while “version” expresses its directionality, specifying 
whether its beneficiary is the subject or those associated with him, or 
some other party. Physical directionality, as in ögür kaz... udup barir 
ârdi (At 1 777) “A flock of geese was ... and flying away”, where bar- 
signifies “away”, is not discussed here, as we take this to be a lexical 
and not a grammatical matter.“ The use of the auxiliaries yarli(e)ka-, 
ötün- and fâgin-, which express the social positioning of the subject, in 
some cases thereby reflecting politeness and related pragmatic matters, 
is relegated to section 5.3. 

Auxiliaries as described in this section and in section 5.3 have also 
been called “postverbals?; they follow lexical verbs, forming seguences 
with them. The lexical verb is mostly in the form of a vowel converb, 
but the -(X)p form (often interchangabiy with the vowel converb) and 
the supine in -g4// are also governed by such auxiliaries, as well as 
(less often) verbal nominals like the one ending in -74/5 and the aorist. 
Occasionaliy, lexical verb and postverbal have the same shape, thus 
lacking a formal sign of government. This is, apparently, what we have 
in yaylag tagima agipan yaylayur turur mân (IrgB 62) “Climbing the 
mountain which serves me as summer station | spend the summer 
there”, where the lexical verb yay/a- and the auxiliary /#wr- both are in 
the aorist.49 

In Orkhon Turkic, /d- in the meaning “to do something completely”, 
bar- used for signifying “to gradually get more intense?” and kör- with 


438 Anderson 2002, who deals with the categories described in this section, also posits 
a category of “orientation” among them, with two members expressing motion away 
from and towards the speaker: a translocative in bar- “to go”, as in âsri amga yalim 
kayaka ünüp barmis “A dappled wild goat went up a steep cliff (IrgB) and a cislocative 
in kâl- “to come”, as in süt akip kâlti “milk came flowing out” (Suv 621,15). u€- “to fly 
(off) and uda bar- “to fly off, both used as euphemisms for “dying”, are another 
example for the (not purely spatial) content of this opposition. 

49 KP 1,5 has been read as ku3 kuzgun sukar yoriyur, sansiz tümân özlüg ölürür and 
translated as “Birds pick (the ground), killing innumerable creatures”. Birds do, of 
course, have the habit of walking about the freshly cultivated earth when looking for 
worms and the like but, since the context does not make one expect their walking about 
to get thematized, yoriyur might be transitory towards the auxiliary use of yori-. Peter 
Zieme has, on the other hand, proposed reading yuliyur “plucks” instead of this word; 
this is perfectly possible, as /-diacritics are often forgotten by scribes. 
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the meaning “to make sure one does something” are still the only lexical 
verbs used as auxiliaries, all three joined to the vowel converb; the first 
two express actionality, the third intention. The incorporation process 
of u- “to be able”, the fourth early auxiliary, started right after the 
Orkhon Turkic stage; it gradually became part of a fused morpheme 
seguence expressing impossibility. The three auxiliaries mentioned first 
remained independent words, as did the subject pronouns.440 


3.251. Actionality 

This category deals with the development and change of the event in 
the course of time. In Old Turkic, actionality is mostly expressed by 
partly grammaticalised auxiliary verbs; there are, however, also other 
means to express it. The content of the passive formative -sX£- (see 
OTWEF section 7.41), e.g., differs from that of the more common 
passive formative -(X)/- in actionality, among other things: /ufsuk- is “to 
get caught”, e.g., whercas /wful- is “to be held” or “to be caught; the 
-sXk- form is marked as inchoative. The task of some marginal deverbal 
verb formatives consisted of expressing actionality; thus the formative 
-gir- mainly attested in the DLT and documented in OTWF 539-540 is 
added to both transitive and intransitive verbs and gives the meaning “to 
be about to carry out the action denoted by the base verb”. The aorist 
can, beside expressing continuous aspect and continuous action, also 
express repeated action, as körür in balik ta$tin tarigöilarag körür ârti 
“(in his outings from the palace) he used to see the farmers outside the 
town? (KP 1,3) or sözlâyür in the following passage: birök öziyâ 
kilmagu tâg nâ nâgü is islâgâli ugrasar ”...” tep sözlâyür ârdi “it, 
however, she intended to do something which she wasn't supposed to 
do, she would say ”...” (UTMI 54,15). Similarly öürür in yol yoridadi 
yalyuklarniy âdin tavarin kunup karmalap özlârin ölürür ârtimiz 
(MaitrH XX 13r18) “We used to rob the possessions of travellers and 
kill them”. 

In Uygur the auxiliaries a/k-, bar-, bol-, âr-, id-, kal-, kâl-, tur-, tut, 
fükât- and yori- express actionality. This may not be a complete list, as 
it is often difficult to ascertain whether a verb is fully lexical or an 
auxiliary; the distinction between these two can be fuzzy to some 


.e 


“40 A single Orkhon Turkic instance of the incorporation of a lexical converb with the 
auxiliary id- is mentioned below. 
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külüsügin*! oloralim (M TI 8,20). This could mean “Let's draw close, 
me and my gentle one, and never separate; may my black-eyed one and 
me sif and laugh in company”, taking olor- to be lexical; or, if olor- is 
understood as an actionality auxiliary, it could mean 'may we keep 
laughing together”. The translation of T.Tekin 1968: 290 for türk bilgâ 
xagan türk sir bodunug, oguz bodunug igidü olorur (Tuğ 62) takes 
olor- to signify “to rule” (as it clearly sometimes does): “Turkish Bilgâ 
Kagan is (now) ruling, taking care of the Turkish Sir people and the 
Oguz people”. Anderson 2002 (following Kondrat'ev 1981: 117), on 
the other hand, takes the verb olur- (as they both write it) of this 
passage to be a durative auxiliary. A similar sentence occurs in KÖ E2: 
billgâ Köl 1& Cor Tardu bodunug eti ayu olorti, by Tekin rendered as 
“.. religned ruling and goveming the Tardus people”. Both 
interpretations are perfectly possible but we follow Tekin if no 
unambiguous Old Turkic examples for an auxiliary o/or- are brought 
into the discussion. 

Verbs which by lexical meaning denote a stage in the development of 
an event, e.g. ba$la- in nomlagali basla- (Ht VI 815) “to start to 
preach?, should not be called auxiliaries: They do not create members in 
a grammatical category. See section 4.23 for such constructions. The 
Middle Turkic Çişaşu 'Il-Anbiyâ” uses -U basla- to denote the 
beginning of an action. 

The most common construction for expressing actionality is for the 
auxiliary to govem a converb form of the lexical verb. The most 
common converb is here the vowel converb; all auxiliaries which can 
govem -gA// forms are found to govem also -(X)p forms and vowel 
converbs, and most auxiliaries goveming -(X)p forms are found to 
govern vowel converbs as well. When a particular auxiliary was used in 
different construction the meaning did not always change, but /ur- “to 
get up; to stand” has two guite distinct actional meanings: The meaning 
of -gAll tur-, which describes what is about to take place, emanates 
from “getting up”; on the other hand the meanings of /ur- with the 
vowel converb, with the -(X)/p form and with the -m/$ and aorist 
participles, which describe continuous or repeated activities or states, 
come from “standing?.*” 


#1 The facs. shows that a reading külüsüpân as converb cannot be excluded; there is 
no other instances of külüs-üg or külüs-ük and such a derivate from an -(X)s- verb 
would be very much of a rarity. 

442 The use of fur- as copula, described in section 3.29, also comes from this stative 
meaning (note that “stative? comes from Latin sfare “to stand”). 
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The seguences -U âr-, -U yori-, -U tur- and -U fut- all denote 
continuing or repcated action. With Oarakhanid -U bar- the action 
intensifies with time and the speaker witnesses its development. -U kâl- 
also denotes actions which have been going on for some time, but looks 
at them from a late stage, when they perhaps have become habitual. -U 
kal- actually says that the action's last stage is being witnessed. -U 
tükât-, -U alk- and -U id- all three denote completion; -U id- differs 
from -U t#ükât- and -U alk- in implying that the completion is reached 
casily, with momentum and in one drive. 

-(X)p âr-, -(X)p kal- and -(Xp alk- appcar to have had the same 
meanings as -U âr-, -U kal- and -U alk- as described above. The rare 
-(Xp tur- was used for referring to states reached after the end of the 
activity described by the lexical verb; whether it was also with durative 
meaning, as was -U fur-, is not clear. -(Xp bar- is, in the Uygur 
examples I have encountered, used for describing processes 
approaching a crisis, as -U bar- referred to above; its counterpart with 
vowel converb, which I have met only in Çarakhanid, also refers to 
activities getting stronger as time goes by, but is used with positive 
meaning as weli. 

-gAlI alk- may have had the same meaning as -U alk- and -(X)p alk-. 
The common -g4// #ur- denotes imminent events while the rare -g4// 
âr- may denote intended actions. The DLT”s -g4// kal- states that 
something almost happened (but then didn't, or didn't as yet), thus 
being, in a sense, the opposite of -g4/7 /ur-. With none of these four 
auxiliaries used with the supine is there any actual action going on at 
the moment of speaking, then, be it that the action has been intended, is 
imminent, almost happened or has already been completed. 

Fourthly, there are auxiliaries goveming participles with actional 
content. The aorist followed by /urur denotes continuing action, the 
meaning it also has with vowel converbs, and -4r barir has the same 
meaning as -(Xp barir. -mls fur- forms descriptions of states following 
completed actions. bo/- is linked to the aorist and to -d4d for referring 
to transitions into states; states with future perspective in the case of 
-dAĞI bol-. 


Durative meaning appears most commonly to have been expressed by 
tur(-ur) with the vowel converb. This is also the semanticaliy least 
marked way: It denotes continuing or repeated action which is not 
necessarily agentive; durative /ur- no doubt evolved from the use of this 
verb to mean “to stand”. There is a Manich&an instance in kw? kolu alki$ 
pas$ik ayu turur sizlâr (ManBeicht 6) “You keep praying for grace and 
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intoning blessings and hymns”. In idu furur “keeps sending (again and 
again)” (TT X 341), the meaning is iterative (/d- “to send” being a final- 
transformative verb), while it can be durative or iterative in instances 
such as the following: busus kadgu bâlgüsi ânirâ turur (TT 179) “The 
signs of sorrow and trouble keep pursuing (you); #suy irindülârimiz 
asilmadin üklimâdin korayu turzun (TT WB 45) “may our sins 
continuously diminish, not increase or become more numerous?. azkya 
öyrâ yoriyu turzunlar; mân una basa yetdim (Suv 615,14) “Please walk 
on a bit; I will have reached you ina moment!” or yavlak sav bâlgülüg 
bolti; közünü turur (DKPAMBPb 161) “an evil matter has appeared and 
is in current evidence? are clearly durative: yori- is non-transformative 
while közün- is initial-transformative. Participial #urur instances: kari$u 
turur tört aziglig (ms. U 5396 guoted in then. to BT XIII 25.4) “having 
four canine teeth which keep on gnashing'; kaxsasu turur etigligin 
tümâgligin ... kâlir (BT NI 218) “she comes along with clanking 
ornamenits”; yalinayu turur trizulin alip ... (TT X 358) “taking up his 
flaming trident ...”. There is an example with an inchoative verb in the 
verse saranlanmak kirig sakindadinin / sarigaru turur közi (ETŞ 11,37) 
“The eye of a person who thinks filthy miserly thoughts keeps getting 
yellow (as an effect of this vice)”. The verb phrase sözlâyü turur ârkân 
is usedinU 157,2, UIV A233andB 18 (all in parts of the same 
text) in contexts that betray durative aspect rather than actionality. 

When /ur- is used with -(X)p forms of the verb it is not clear whether 
it is meant to describe states or whether these are instances of lexical 
tur- “to stand: yavlak yagi seni közâdip turur, artatgali sakinur seni 
(ChristManManus, Christian fragment 8) “The evil enemy is 
continousiy (or: “standing there and”) observing you, plotting to corrupt 
you”; key yetiz kögüzintâ iki âmigi artokrak yara$ip turur ârdi (| W B 
55) “Her two breasts on her wide bosom were standing out very 
harmoniously”. 

With ör- the vowel converb is more common than the -(X)p converb: 
Examples for -U âr- are guoted in UW 405b-406a, $25 of the entry on 
âr-. This rather common seguence conveys durative meaning; e.g. kop 
adadin küyü közâdü ârürlür (MaitrH XI 4a9) “they are engaged in 
guarding (her, the future mother of Buddha Maitreya) from all dangers?; 
ulfus baflik/larig) küzâdü ârzünlür “May they continuously guard the 
towns and cities” (MaitrH Y 16); Sasirlarig ... agtaru ârür biz (Ht VU 
1023) “we are engaged in translating the sâsiras”. All examples I have 
come across describe agentive activity, not a state or a process.* The 


“8 For -U âr- cf. also Gabain's n. to 1.1870 of her edition of Ht VII and Röhrbom'”s n. 
to 1.2035 of his edition of the same Ht book. The durative participle suffix -4gAn, which 
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seguence -(X)p âr- appcars to convey post-terminal meaning, e.g.: ol 
aziy kim ta$tan a$ka iögükâ katlap ârür, ymâ âtözkâ kirür, ol ilrâki az 
birlâ katalur. (M 1 16,6; Manichacan) “That lust of yours, which is 
mingled with food and drink from outside, enters the body and mingles 
with intemal lust”. Other instances for the seguence -(XW/p âr- are 
mentioned in $26 of the entry for âr- in UW 405b-406a; an instance 
with -mAf/n, the negative counterpart of the vowel converb and of 
-(X)p, can be found in $27.44 


yori- “to walk? denotes ongoing action when used as an auxiliary, e.g.: 
kamag on bölök $astr yaratdi; amti barda keyürü yoriyur (Ht V 1 b 5) 
“He composed a sâsfra of all in all ten chapters; at present he is busy 
elaborating on it all”; amta ymâ sansiz tümân suvdaki tinliglar buza 
butarlayu yoriyurlar sorarlar tikârlâr sandarlar (Maitr 183v24) “There, 
again, innumerable myriads of water creatures are busy destroying them 
and tearing them to pieces and they suck them out, sting them and 
pierce them”. The use of yori- as auxiliary has to be distinguished not 
only from the meaning “to walk?” but also from the meaning “to live? or 
“to lead a certain way of life” and from its use as copula (section 3.29). 
The instance /famudin kurtulup amti bo kântü uvut yenlârin âyinlârintâ 
yüdâ örtânü yala yoriyurlar (Maitr 75v20), e.g., could have the verb 
yori- either as auxiliary or in the more literal meaning of “walking about 
carrying their penises on their back? or just “living with their ... loaded 
on their back”. kayusi muyadu adinu oynayu külâ yoriyurlar (Maitr 
89r17) could also describe the gods” way of life and not just their 
current behaviour, although the sentence is an utterance by somebody 
who just happens to meet them: He might be extrapolating from his 
observation. The difference between âr- and yori- as auxiliaries with 
the vowel converb may be that the activity is current with ör-, a way of 
life with yori-. A further instance governing the aorist of the lexical 
verb is guoted above in this section. UsuallIy, yori- goverms the vowel 
converb, this actional phrase leading to the present form in the Oguz 
languages. 


exists in a number of modern Turkic languages, can possibiy be the result of a 
contraction of -4 âr-kân; this would assume the existence of a -gAn participle from âr- 
beside the petrified conjunction ârkân. 

44 örmis in bizliyâl tapingu yüküngü ârdini berüp ârmis (U 1 8) “It turns out that he 
has given us a jewel to worship? is, according to UW 392, to be read as #urmi$. -gAlIr, 
mentioned in $27 of the âr- entry, is not a converb, as stated there, but a participle. 
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tut- “to hold” is in Manich&an texts used for expressing continuousiy 
consistent behaviour: a/kindcu ölüm künin öyü tutar (M TI nr.8,VTI v6) 
“He keeps his mind on the day of death; özlârin saklanu ... tâzgürü 
tutzunl/lar (M Tl nr.20, 38,6, * ZiemeTexterg Il) “Let them be sure 
always to be on guard and keep behaving evasively”. 


kâl- “to come? is used as an auxiliary indicating that the action 
described by the lexical verb has been going on for some time before 
reaching the state it is at when being narrated; e.g.: kilmis kazganmi$ 
buyan âdgü kilindlariniy esilü birikü kâlip tüs bermâki üzâ (DKPAMPb 
43) “asa result of the good and saintly deeds which he carried out and 
camed having gradually become a considerable heap and having given 
fruit. kaparu kâlmis âtintâki söl suvi (U VI 41,0-1) is the “the Iymph 
liguid (which was) in his flesh which had become guite swollen”. 
Similarly Oarakhanid olardin kalu kâldi âdgü törö (OB 269) “From 
them good laws have been passed down?. ünâ kâl- “to come forth” in 
Höllen 102-3, on the other hand, shows kâ/- in its cislocative meaning. 


kal- is used as auxiliary with vowel and -(X)p converbs to express that 
the action described is the end stage of a process: amfi ârtip kalir ârki 
sân (TT 1.2 7) can perhaps be freely translated as ,Now it looks like 
things will soon be over with you*. Similar in content we find IrgB 17: 
özlük at ön yerdâ arip oyup turu kalmis “A royal horse came to a stand- 
still in a desert, exhausted and wilting”. The DLT (fol.16) says that the 
seguence -gA// kal- denotes “that the action was about to be performed 
but has not yet taken place” and gives the following examples: o/ 
turgali kaldi “He was about to stand up”; ol bargali kaldi “He was about 
to go but had not yet gone”. This is an actional content; it is 
semantically comparable to the OB's (and later) yaz-, which expresses 
the observation that somebody missed the carrying out of an intended 
act. 


-U bar- is used with actional meaning in Orkhon Turkic and 
Oarakhanid but not in Uygur (which has -(X)p bar- instead): ürk bodun 
.. yokadu barir ârmis (KT E 10) signifies “The Turk nation was 
gradually getting destroyed”. In #uru etlü bargay kamug islârin / elin 
arta bargay keyügây yeriy (OB 5915), on the other hand, the -U bar- 
seguence is positive: “All your affairs will prosper more and more, your 
realm will go on growing and your territory increase?.1 


445 In ketâ bardi kündâ üzüldi küdi (OB 247) “His power waned and was broken in a 
day”, bar- seems to appcear in its lexical use and not as auxiliary. 
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Uygur bar- “to go” governs -(X)p forms of final-transformative verbs 
as auxiliary, which should, of course, be distinguished from the 
translocative meaning of this verb: âfözintâ ot mahabuti küdlüg bolup 
örtânip barip tükâl küc küsün bergâli umaz (DKPAMBPb 536) “The fire 
element in his body comes to dominate, he burns away and is unable to 
muster energy? shows a process getting stronger and worse. Then we 
have mânin yürâkim yarilip böksilip barmadin nâğükin turur muni tâg 
(Suv 626,23) “How come my heart doesn't split and break apart but 
stays like this”; amfi castani elig közünmüz bolup bardi (U W A 233) 
“Now king Caştana has completely disappeared”; an bitigdâ savi taki 
adirip barmayok ol; anin isig özi üzülmüz (Suv 18,14 * a Berlin fr.) “In 
the court register her case has not yet reached a decision; that is why 
she isn't dying? and inip iglâyü birlâ ök sav söz kodup tutar kapar 
ârkân ölüp bardi (Suv 4,17-19) “The moment he got ill he lost the 
power of speech and, while trying to regain his powers, he suddenliy 
died away”. The last two and in fact also the second example refer to 
death, which is a sudden change of state. In Tachi 28-9 we have two 
actionality auxiliaries: bo nomka kerigünmâgüci tinlig yoriyu turur 
ârkân ök ölüp bargaylar “Creatures who do not believe in this teaching 
will suddeniy die right in the middle of their life”. What is common to 
all the examples is the finality of deterioration, which is what -(X)p bar- 
appcars to have expressed. Im nâdâ bo... tâyrilâr tâyri katunlari ... üd 
ârtürürlâr ârsâr, nâdâ nâdâ kSan üdlâr ârtsâr, anca anda âdgülüg 
özlâri tâyri mânilâri ârtâr barir (MaitrH X 1117) “In the measure that 
these ... gods and goddesses spend time ... and... the moments pass, in 
that same measure do their goodly existence and their divine pleasures 
gradually get lost” ârfâr and barir are used in parallel fashion, but the 
latter was clearly added to express the same actionality as above. 


Action which is about to take place is mostly described by the seguence 
-gAlI tur-: e.g. in samtso adari öz eliyâ bargali turur “The master 
Tripitaka is about to return to his homeland” (Ht 5,270). Many of the 
examples describe imminent danger: muna amti balik idinâ kirgâli turur 
“(The monster) is, right at this moment, about to enter the town 
(fragment guoted in the note to TT V A41). isig özüm üzülgâli turur (U 
TI 37,28) is “Tam about to die”, iki yanim... oyulup tâlingâli turur (U 
1137,3) “my two sides are about to... get hollowed out and pierced”; 
see U1I137,3 and DKPAMPb 1116 and 1129 for further examples. In 
on miy baliklar ... unakiya ölgâli turu tâginürlâr (Suv 603,11) ?10,000 
fish are facing imminent death at any moment” the construction gets 
subordinated to /âgin-, a verb denoting “experience?. This actional use 
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of /ur- accords with its particular meaning when it signifies “to get up, 
arise” (and not “to stand”). 

What -gAl/7 âr- used in âdgü kilindi bar ârip adinlarka âvirgâli ârsâr 
(BTT 1201) signifies is not clear, as most of the main clause is in a big 
lacuna. | tentatively take it to mean “be about to (or: intend to) deflect 
its benefit to others”, somewhat similar to the meaning of -g4// tur-. 
The seguence *-g4// ârür might be the source of the suffix -g4//r, 
which (also) refers to the imminent future (discussed in sections 3.26 
and 3.285). The formation with -g/r- attested only in the DLT and 
discussed in OTWF section 6.3 forms verbs stating that an event is 
about to take place. In view of its meaning it may have resulted from a 
contraction of -g4// âr-. What speaks against this is its aorist vowel, 
which is not /U/ as with âr-, but /A/; the OTWF proposes a different 
etymology for the formative. 


furur is attested also with participial forms of the verb; e.g. with -m/$: 
irin (yarjl(i)g umugsuz inagsiz bo tinliglar montag âmgâklig /azZun/da 
tü$mi$ tururlar (U Tl 4,8) “these poor hopeless creatures had fallen into 
such an (existence) of suffering”. This “historical present? clearly 
describes a resultative state, the situatlon in which the creatures find 
themselves after their fall. An early instance with an aorist, yaylayur 
turur “spends the summer”, is guoted above; it refers to a continuing 
state. Similarly aka enilâr mâ barip körüp kilm(a)z turur (UigBrief C 
10-11) “The elder and younger brothers have not been coming to see us 
cither.” 

In #âyri kirkinlarin tâyri ogulanlarin alkami$ törütmi$ ol, kim ol 
örginniy özin tâg ortosin tâg ... bolup tururlar (BT V 175) “He has 
created“ the divine maidens and divine youths, who have become as 
the heart and center ... of that throne” the seguence -(Xp #urur is 
unlikely to be describing an ongoing process; rather, this must be a 
present perfect, as ina number of modern languages: bo/- “to become? 
is a final-transformative verb in that one is the new thing just after one 
has finished becoming it.447 


446 Sce the n. to the passage for the unusual use of alka-, apparently copied from 
Iranian. 

“47 Not all instances of the seguence -()p fur- need have fur- as auxiliary: The 
sentence key yetiz köküzintâ iki amfigfi artokrak yarasip turur ârdi (U IVB 55), e.g,, 
probabiy signifies “On her broad chest her two breasts were standing out exceptionaliy 
harmoniously” with #ur- in lexical rather than grammatical use. The seguence aorist *- 
ârti is, however, an instance of an analytical verb phrase. 
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When added to present or future participles, b0/- “to become? describes 
transition into new states, presenting the action as the culmination ofa 
process: In £eyrânü as berür boltilar (KP 68,3) “They began to grumble 
whenever they were serving him food”, b0/- expresses the entrance into 
a situation characterised by repcated actions (of grumbling at every 
meal), i.e. inchoative meaning. Similarly £öntü kântü âtözlârintâ ... yid 
yipar tozar ünâr bolti in the ms. TIIM 168 guoted in then. to TT VA 
117 “perfume began emanating from the bodies of each one of them”. In 
OTWEF 386 examples for the construction -gAn bol- are guoted from 
various texts; there, the infinite verb form appears to be used nominaliy. 
In bizni barda utup yegâdip biznidâ öyrâ burxan kutin bultaği bolti (U 
IV A 265-268) “he surpassed all of us and has become destined for 
buddhahood before us” the subject is described as just having attained a 
new future: This is a future inchoative. A complex verb phrase of the 
shape -(X)gdl bol- is found e.g. in burxanlarka nom tilgânin âvirtgâli 
ötügdi boltum (Suv 163,18) “1 besceched the Buddhas to turn the wheel 
of dharma”; in verbal content this is similar to the common phrase 
âvirtgâli ötün- (attested e.g. in BT 114). Cf. also the different 
construction in burxanlarig ... âvirtgükâ ... paramitlarig tosgurtguka 
ötügli bol- ... nom tözin ... ukitguka ötügdli bol- (Suv 181,17-23). “to 
become one who does .... bo/- appears never to be linked with 
converbs; sce section 3.29 for its use with nominal predicates. 


We finally tum to the notion that the action referred to by the lexical 
verb has been completed. This is most commonly expressed by fükâr- 
“o finish (tr.)? as auxiliary goveming the vowel converb: bilgülükin 
ukgulukin ornatu tükâtip temin ök bulun yiyak sayu yaddilar (Ht VU 
72) “They finished determining how they (i.e. the teachings, accusative) 
were to be understood and then immediately spread them to all four 
directions” or küödüm küsünüm kâvilü tükâtti (At VU 2097) “My powers 
have waned completely?. Note that k£âvi/- is intransitive: The auxiliary 
is in any case /ükâf-, not tükâ- “to finish (intr.)?. Other examples for the 
seguence are ârfürü tükât- (ETŞ 13,29), yarlikayu tükât- (Ht V 13 b 
27), körü tükâtip (At V 1 b 13), kilu tükât- (At V 7 b 11), ölürü tükât- 
(Suv 22,13) and yoritu tükât- (ShoAv 288). 

In some cases there appcars to have taken place a semantic shift from 
“completely?” to “already”: (iu f#ükâtmis agir ayig kilindlarim 
(SuvSündenbek 75) is “the gravely evil deeds which I have already 
carried out”; similarly öyrâ ölürü tükâtmis finliglar elsewhere in Suv 
and öyrâ ka$mirtâ f... vfidis alu tükâtmis ardi (At VI 828) “Before, in 
Kashmir, he had already received instruction”. 
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alk- “to destroy, do away with” is, as an auxiliary, used with a 
meaning similar to /ükâf-; e.g. in sakind kilu alksar (TT V A41) “when 
one is through with the meditation? or sözlâp nomlap alkmaguluk ulug 
buyan âdgü kilin& (Suv 671,17) “punya so great that one should not 
expect to be ever finished describing or preaching it”. Note that the 
first-mentioned instance uses the vowel converb, the second the one in 
-(X)p. In kilin& küin kira alkip aritip ... nizvani küin kiduyu* tükâtip 
(ETŞ 13,109-110) the two actional verbs a/k- and fükât- are used in 
parallel manner. Similarly in könt tâgrâki bodunug bukunug ölürgâli 
alkip muna amti balik idiyâ kirgâli turur (TT X 52) “He is now through 
with killing the population in the town's suburbs and just about to enter 
inside the city”, which shows two auxilaries with -g4//, one denoting 
completed action, the other action just about to start. Cİ. also UW 95a, 
entıy alk-, $3. 

The auxiliary /d- “to send off, set free” refers to actions carried out 
completely, as oplayu tâgip santa idip topulu ünti (KÖ ET) “He 
attacked head on, routed (san&-, them) ina whirlwind (/d4-), pierced 
(their rows) and emerged.” In igini idmis** “lost (trans.) completely” 
(O P2, Orkhon Turkic). the converb suffix (if read correctiy) adapted 
itself to the vowel of the auxiliary: The seguence seems to have already 
started its way towards morphologization, which we find completed in 
a number of modem Turkic languages including Turkmen (With the 
whole verb paradigm) and Khaladj (only in the imperative). Though the 
auxiliary exists also in Uygur, e.g. uniftu id- (Xw 14) “o forget 
completely?, Uygur does not appcar to have adapted the converb vowel 
to this auxiliary's stem. Nor does this happen in sanda idip tupulu ünti 
(KC ET) “He routed them in a whirlwind, pierced (their rows) and 
emerged (on the other side)”. 

A ms. which must be late as it has the Mongol loan /aggad < nayadu 
(see the end of $ 2.404) on 1.72 shows the seguence -(WYp id-: mayitri 
burxanniy yarligin bitip idtimiz clearly signifies “We have fully written 
down Buddha Maitreya's pronouncement”, not “we have written and 
sent off.... 


3.252. Mmtention 

The verbs ugra- and kör- are used for expressing that the subject 
intends to carry out the action denoted by the lexical verb, whercas 
kilin- expresses physical preparation. While xgra- just states that there 


“8 Not kıdıyu as written in the edition. 
“9 Spelled with d and s2. 
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isan intention on the part of the speaker, &ör- “to see, to look” expresses 
a conscious intentness towards carrying out the action described in the 
lexical verb: kafig yani kura kördüm (DLT f01.541) “1 tried to string the 
rigid bow?. This meaning is attested already in the Orkhon inscriptions: 
bunadip kagan yâlü kör temis (Tuü 26) “The kagan reportediy got 
worried and said “See to it that you ride fast”; saklanu körgil (TT X 
426) “Make sure that you take care!” is an Uygur example. With ugra- 
we have, e.g., nâ nâgü is islâgâli ugrasar (U WI 54,15) “if she intended 
to commit something?; cf. UN 11,155. What the meaning of ki/- in aka 
enilâr mâ barip körüp kilm(a)z turur (UigBrief C 10-11) “The elder and 
younger brothers have not been coming to see us cither?” might be is not 
clear; by the context one might think that it means *to make a small 
effort towards an aim”. 


3.253. Ability and possibility 

The verb w- expresses the subject”s ability to carry out the action 
denoted by the base verb. In early texts, w- is sometimes usedasa 
lexical verb: o/suz suvsuz kalti uyin “How should I manage without 
grass or water?” (IrgB 43); sinidin ketip nâdük ugay mân “How will | 
manage ifl leave you?” (U TI 48,11) is rather similar in content. bo yer 
üzâ nây andag t(â)v kür yâlvi arvis yok kim ol umasar; S(i)lmnu 
(kfüdiyâ kopug ugay (M VI 5,10-11) “There is no such trick and magic 
in this world as he would not be capable of; with the devil”s support he 
will be capable of everything?. Beside that there are two petrified forms, 
u-sar “if possible? (e.g. in Tu 11) and w-yur “capable person? (e.g.inU 
115,13). 

In its auxiliary use, w- always accompanies converb forms of verbs. 
Most commonly, x- follows the vowel converb of the main verb; 
already so in Orkhon Turkic: eliyin ... kâm artati udadi ârti “who could 
have corrupted your realm?” (BO 19). The converb vowel of the main 
verb changes to -U in most post-inscriptional texts (unless it has this 
shape already), being involved in a process of morphologization 
developing in the course of the history of Old Turkic; see Erdal 1979 
and 1979b; see section 2.413 above). The two words (the lexical 
converb and the finite verb of inability) were not yet fused in most of 
carly Uygur, as the particle ymâ could get between them; e.g. ölü ymâ 
umaz biz (MaitrH XX 14r17) “Yet we are unable to die”. They are, 
however, joined in spelling in Uygur texts in Sogdian script.*9 The OB 
spells them as one word, with one vowel (U) at the juncture; clearly, 


450 Assuming that alkumaz (325) really signifes “He is unable to destroy? and alumadi 
(86) “he was unable to take”; the contexts of both words are completely destroyed. 
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fusion had already taken place in a part of the Old Turkic dialects. Most 
instances are negative, e.g. ödgülüg fatagnin idisi bolu umazlar “They 
cannot become the vessel for good taste”. The new suffix -Um4- finds 
its place among the morphemes of inaction, after the voice formatives. 
Several instances of positive fused forms of possibility are, however, 
found even in the (Oarakhanid) OB, in couplets 2870, 3055, 3789 and 
4838. 

The normal positive counterpart of -U uma- is, in Uygur, -U bol-, 
especially when stating not that somebody is unable to do something, 
but that the action in guestion cannot be carried out by anybody; 
Gabain's note to 1.1870 of her edition of Ht VII ($ Ic1) guotes the Ht 
example örü bolmaz “one cannot rise”. 

The -g4/7 form is also well attested with x-; e.g. in udgurgali sakinti, 
n(â)y udgurgali umadi “He thought of waking him up but was guite 
unable to wake him” (Maitr Taf 128 v 25) or körgâli umazlar anin 
tfâriyin (Ht VW 41) “They are unable to see its depth”. Its positive form 
is less common than the negative: An example for it is ani nâdük utgali 
yegâdgâli ugay sizlâr (UV A 77) “How will you be able to win against 
him”; -g4// ugay appcars also in TT X 81. 

-gAlI bol- and its negative counterpart are similar in content, but are 
usually meant to hold for any subject; e.g. bilgâli bolmadi “it was 
impossible to recognize (something)?, #favrak bargali bolmadi (At V 
13a23-4) “it was impossible to advance speedily?, nöy olartin ozgali ... 
bolmaz (BT 11 927) “It is guite impossible to escape from them”, anin 
bolur bolgali yalyuklarka elig xan (Suv 562,3-5) “therefore they can 
become people's rulers?, or keyin târinin tüpkârgâli ... bolmaz (BT 1 A; 
12) “One cannot fathom its breadth or its depth”. C£. also BT XII 4,4 
and Ht VII 26 and 47. In antaki kisilâr bir tâg âsidgâli boltilar ... 
nomlarig “The people who were there were all egually able to hear... 
the süfras” (Ht VI fol. 26v) the -g4// bol- seguence has an explicit 
subject; we find /â/ggâli boltum in Ht 11 372.5! The note to HtsBriefe 
1870 ($Ş Ic) guotes some additional “impersonal?” examples but also one 
in the 3'İ person plural. 

The DLT apparentiy replaced -g4/7/ bol- with -s4 bol-: tâlim sözüg 
uksa bolmas, yalim kaya yiksa bolmas (f01.453) “One cannot understand 
blathering words as one cannot tear down a cliff; £öyül kimnig bolsa 
kali yok digay / kilsa külün bolmas ani tok bay (f01.550) “One cannot 
make somebody satiated and rich by force if he has a poor man's heart”. 


#İ CE körgâli umazlar anin târiyin “They are unable to see its depth” above. 
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Rabğüzi has the same construction (documented in Schinkewitsch 
1926: 79). 

The OB, the other great Oarakhanid text, has -U bi/- like Western 
Oguz: bâgig kulda adra bilür mü özün (4836) “Can you distinguish 
between lord and servant (after they die)”; köndrü bilmâz yorik (2077) 
“He is unable to correct his behaviour”. 

The -(X)p gerund is much less common with w-; we have it e.g. in 
tutup ugay (Maitr Taf 129 v21 in fragmentary context) or in özümnün 
basgarip umayokum ârür (163 of a colophon published in AbiShötan 
p.76) “this is a case of my being unable to suceed”. 

-gU tâg örmüâz is another construction expressing impossibility, e.g. in 
ögründlümüz) tükâti sözlâgü tâg ârmâz (TT 1,1 S5) “our Joy is guite 
indescribable”. If the phrase is to express for whom the action referred 
to is impossible, the subject is referred to by a possessive suffix added 
to -gU: bo montag tod ucuz savlarin körüp sârgüm tâg ârmâz “1 cannot 
bear to see such vile things (happening to my country)” (U 141). See 
section 3.284 for the construction -gU tâg. 

-gUlXk âr- also appears to express possibility and ability, but the 
possibility emanates from the object and not from the verb's subject, 
e.g.: alp tüpkârgülük ârür (BT 1D 184) “1 is difficult to fathom”. In 
bütürgülük ârmâz ârti (Suv 602,12) “It was impossible to bring in 
order? and kimkâ umug inag tutguluk ârti (At VT 1673) “With whom 
could one have sought refuge?”” the content is transferred into the past. 
With reference to the subject in a genitive and a possessive suffix added 
to the -gU/Xk form we have adinlarnin bilgülüki ârmâzlâr (Suv 377,7) 
“They cannot be known by others”. 

The verb yaz- “to miss” appcars to have become an auxiliary in the 
language of Kâğgarı: He translates o/ ani uru yazdi (f01.470) as “He 
almost struck him”. This appears beside the sentence ol kâyikni yazdi 
“He missed his shot at the game”. It is therefore likely that yaz- did not, 
at that stage, denote unintended actions which nearly happened, but 
only actions which the subject just failed to carry out. Hence the 
mention of this auxiliary in the section on ability, here rather inability. 
Cİ. however the DLT”s -g4/7 kal- above. 


3.254. Version 

The Old Turkic category of “version? specifies cither the subject itself 
or another entity as the beneficiary of the action referred to in the 
sentence. The object version or benefactive is in Old Turkic expressed 
by the converb followed by ber- “to give” as auxiliary, the subject 
version or self-benefactive by a/- “to take” as auxiliary. 
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al- may signify “to do for one's own sake”, or “for the sake of the 
subject”s own party”; e.g.: (okuz oguz terâ kovratu altim “1 gathered and 
organised my Tokuz Oguz nation” (SU). $ 22 of the UW entıy for al- 
lists guite a number of verb phrases consisting of vowel or -(X)p 
converb and having the meaning “für sich (tun)”, e.g. /âgSsürü alti “für 
sich getauscht / sich eingetauscht” in Maitr. 

The benefactive is guite common with the vowel converb, e.g. ada 
ölü(rJgü ücün sakinc ayu berâlim ... ayaglig bolmak dyan sakine üdin 
ayu berâlim ... yâk iğgâklârig okimak törösin sözlâyü berâlim (TT VA 
75, 98, 115) “Let us inform you of the meditation serving the allaying 
of dangers ... of the time for the meditation by which one gets honoured 
... ofthe ceremony for the invocation of demons”. ayu ber- appears with 
this meaning also in KP 13,2, MHI nr.7IlI, 15,11,, MaitrH XI 3r16 or 
in the OB, sözlâyü ber- in DKPAMPb 57. Similarly in a source from 
the Mongol period (Tachi 49-51): örf yiyakdin bo nom ârdinig keyürü 
yada berinlâr: “Be so nice as to spread this doctrine jewel in all four 
directions”. körtgürü bergây ârti kim köni yolda ... yorizunlar ârti 
“Would he graciously show ..., so that they would take the right road” is 
from an early text, TT VI 237. In the Manich&an corpus we have e.g. 
inda kalti suv i igac kapagin yerdâ aca berürdü anlulayu-ma xro$tag 
fâyri xormuzta tâyrikâ bes tânrikâ kapagin aca berti (M113,9-12) “Just 
as water serves plants in opening their aperture in the soil, guite in the 
same way the god Hroshtag graciously opened the gate of the Fivefold 
God to the god Ohrmizd'. The sentences inim âlim ... üdün 
bânigümin* tikâ berti (E28,7) “My younger and elder brothers built 
this memorial for me because of...” and balbal kilu bertim (BO S7) “I 
erected a stele for (him)? are both from runiform inscriptions. 
Çarakhanid use is identical: nâgü kilmisiyni sân adra sâtâ yora berdi 
(OB 797) “You explained to me your actions clearly and in detail?. bo/u 
berdi âvrân (0B 1642) is by Dankoff translated as “The firmament 
smiled upon him”; bolu ber- just means “to be in somebody's favour”. 

In the sentence edimiz Sintar Salikâ bitigâli aydimiz, “baslap beriy” 
tep “We asked our brother Sintar Sali to write (it), saying “do us a 
favour and start” (Maitr colophon in Gedank) ber- governs the -(X)p 
converb and not the vowel converb. The editor translates the direct 
speech as “Fang gleich an!”, where “gleich? is presumably meant to 
correspond to ber-. His idea would accord with the meaning of ver- as 
auxiliary in Turkish. 


452 The second vowel is not explicit but is assumed to be there because it is explicit in 
an instance in the Ongin inscription. 
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Schönig 1996: 211 (footn.) proposes still another meaning for the 
auxiliary ber- as we findit in the sentence olorupan Türk bodunuy elin 
törösin tuta bermi$, eti bermis (KT E 1, BO E 3): He suggests it should 
be translated as “they began to organize and rule (the state and 
institutions of the Türk people)”, which is how the seguence -U ber- 
would be translated in a number of modem Turkic languages. This 
seems a less likely possibility in view of all the examples of vowel 
converb with ber- guoted above, or an example as the following (where 
“beginning? makes no sense): yarlikanduci biliglig burxanlag kün tâyri 
kop kamag tinliglarniy ömgâklig taloy ögüzlârin suguru berzün 
(MaitrH XI 9r27) “May the compassionate Buddha like the sun 
graciously dry up the sea of suffering of all creatures.” Schinkewitsch 
1926: 91 guotes a number of examples of the vowel converb * ber- 
from Rabgüzi and thinks that ber- gives them the meaning of 
completion (the converse of Schönig's idea); I think all of these as well 
are best understood as having benefactive meaning. 

Signifying “to favour with doing, to deign to do”, ber- is an auxiliary 
of politeness in Orkhon Turkic and Oarakhanid. Uygur has yarli(g)ka- 
instead; see section 3.3 for these and other pragmatic of verbs. 


3.26. Aspect and tense 


This section deals with the temporal structuring given by #he speaker 
cither to events within themselves (“aspect”) or with respect to other 
events referred to ('taxis”) or with respect to the speaker or writer's 
moment of speaking or writing (“tense”). All finite indicative verb 
phrases are, first of all, characterised for aspect and taxis. To express 
tense and / or taxis, they can be transposed into a (relative) future by the 
addition of örgây and into a (relative) past by the addition of the forms 
of the preterite, ârtim etc. Thus e.g. an event referred to by a final- 
transformative verb (“to have somebody get mounted?) presented not as 
internaliy structured but looked at from its final point, in past taxis and 
past tense: i/indükâ atlanturdi ârti “he (the king) had had (him, his son) 
mounted for recreation” (KP 1,1). The following passage (Wettkampf 
26-31) recounts one and the same (iterative) event in two versions 
differing in aspect: ol ödün yagi w(oj)rm(i)zt tegin bo tört sav agzinta 
tutdi; kanta barsar kâlsâr kirsâr tasiksar olorsar tursar bo tört sav 
ag(i)zda tutar ârti “Then the valiant prince Wormizt kept repeating 
these four terms: wherever he went or came, entered or exited, sat or 
stood he would repeat these four terms”. 
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Orkhon Turkic and Uygur differ in the forms they use for expressing 
the future, -d4dl in Orkhon Turkic where the rest of Old Turkic uses 
-gAy. The distribution is a bit different for the negative future: -mACI, 
the inscriptional form, stays in use in a few carly Uygur texts beside 
positive -g4y. A peculiarity of Buddhist Uygur taxis are the 
proximative forms, absent from Orkhon and Çarakhanid Turkic and 
from Manich&an sources: -yOk and -g4//r, which express vivid past 
and imminent future respectively. When using these forms, the speaker 
stresses the relativity of the temporal reference with respect to the point 
of the event or, more commoniy, to the point of speech. 

The means used for the expression of aspect and tense, consisting of 
synthetic and analytic verb phrases, partly overlap with those used for 
expressing other contents, e.g. the category of actionality or the 
expression of irreal wishes or conditions. The contents of -yOk and 
-gAlir also have a lot to do with epistemic modality, since speakers and 
writers using these forms base the degree of “reality” of past or future 
events on their perception of their personal present, or the present as 
presenting itself at the moment of the action referred to. 

Stylistic modes of particular texts determine the selection of types of 
verb phrases used in them or the inventory of forms. Verb form 
seguences Within single sentences can often, in themselves, not be 
assigned any tense or aspect content; not only because this depends on 
the semantics of the verb, but also because of dependency on the 
context. The most meaningful form to deal with the matter is to 
consider seguences of verb phrases in whole passages. This task, 
however, demands monographic treatment, not the space we can assign 
to it here. The following account of tense and aspect in indicative and 
not indirective verb phrases can only be a rough approximation. 


- Ur etc. and -m4Az usually express imperfective aspect. It is to make this 
aspect explicit that we find e.g. Sala sögüt tsip sögütkâ ox$ar ârip “the 
Sala tree is similar to the oak and...” instead of 'oxsap'in Ht 11212, or 
finlig lar anilayu ok turur ârip sansarlig kök titigdâ (Abhi A 41b5) 
“creatures remaining in that way in the green mud of samsâra? instead 
of “Yurup'. By itself, the aorist often refers to the time of speech or 
writing; just as often, however, it is timeless, as in inscriptional yerimin 
suvumun konar ködâr bân “1 altemately settle and migrate in my 
domain?. The aorist — the form ornanmaz in the following example — 
can also describe a state of affairs which started out at some point in the 
past and still holds: nda sakintim ... mini... dendar kilgay siz tep. inip 
amtikatâgi mâniy köyülüm nây ornanmaz (TT 1,1 40) “1 thought you 
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would ... make me into an elect. Till now, however, my heart has not 
been calming down. 

In some contexts more than others, the temporal scope includes the 
future. The Maitrisimit, which narrates the future appcarance of Buddha 
Maitreya in great detail, chooses the aorist as main narrative form, e.g. 
maytri burxan ... sinxi elig xanka inda tep yarlikayur (Maitr 26A 19-10) 
“Buddha Maitreya will speak to king Simha as follows:?. The reason for 
the use of the aorist in such prophesy may be the perception of 
predetermination, or an expression of the experience of the seer.”3 In 
some cases, some of the events related are, of course, intra-terminal: yer 
suvlar ... tâprâyür kams$ayurlar ... tâyri yalyuklar ... yigilurlar ... kuvrag 
yigilmista ken turum ara ulug tigi ogi ün kügü estilür yugant üdtâki 
tâg ulug bâdük ot yalinlar közünür (MaitrH XX 1r2-13) “The worlds ... 
rock and shake ... gods and humans assemble ... After the multitude is 
assembled, great roars and sounds are suddenly (S #urum ara) heard. 
Great and high flames as in the yugânfa age are (or: become) visible.” 
Nor is there in the guoted example any formal differentiation between 
imperfective and perfective on the sentence level, between temporal 
frame and single event, e.g. conceming the great flames which are 
cither a visible background or which become visible as a member ina 
chain of events. Imterrogative reference to predicted events also uses the 
aorist: ken kâltâci burxanlar burxan kutin kanta bulirlar? “Where will 
the future Buddhas attain Buddhadom?”. When, inU1131,49, we read 
of Indra asking (himself?) the guestion bo fâyri urisi kayu yeti 
aZunlarig tâginür ârki “Which seven existences will this divine boy 
experience, I wonder?”, he (and the intended readers) know that he has 
immediate access to the answer. A present reality of the future is 
implied also by /âgir in the following instance, an address to a sort of 
oracle: yanturu öz ulusum/ka) barip adasiz âsân tâgir ârsâr mân, bo 
xwalig psak bodfisatv)nin idok elgintâ turzun (Ht VI 919) “Tf T am to 
retum to my own country and arrive there safe and sound, may this 
wreath cling to the bodhisattva (statue)'s holy hand”. 

Imperfectivity is transferred into the past by the constative preterite of 
the copula, e.g. andulayu amrar ârti sizni tüzügü anasi/lnj bfalasi) 
oglani sâvârcâ (Pothi 98-99) “they all loved you as children love their 
mother? or ymâ bir kün bo tagda /ötlmâk a$ asayur ârdim. f/ötrJö üc 


453 The aorist has of course become the normal future tense in many modern Turkic 
languages, new forms having been created to describe events going on at the moment of 
speaking or during the point of time being referred to. This process did not, however, as 
yet take place in Old Turkic, where the -4r form is a real “aorist” not yet seriously 
challenged by more focussed present forms such as -U f#urur 
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âvrân yilan fkâltiflâr “Well, one day I was eating bread and food on 
this mountain (and) three dragons came towards (me)? (DreiPrinz 42). 
There are many other examples in UW 400b-40la, $ 17b of the entry 
on âr-. The seguence is common already in Orkhon Turkic, as £ö/ fegin 
bir kirk yasayur ârti “K.T. was 31” (KT), türk bodun tabgacka körür 
ârti “The Türk people were subject to China” (Tuü), afig ika bayur 
ârtimiz “We used to tie the horses to trees” (Tufi) and the like. 

The second sentence in öfrö otgurak katag köylin örgünintin kudi enti. 
enâ inla tep sav sözlâyür (Maitr XV 13r12) “Then, in a clear and 
resolute mood, he descended from the throne. Descending he speaks the 
following words:? clearly refers to the past not less than the first and is 
not less narrative: It is put into the present to encourage visualization. 

In mitri burxan kâlgây tepân küdügli ârtinizlâr (M 1 6,10) “You have 
been waiting for the prophet Mithra to arrive? we have the participle in 
-(X)gli with the preterite form of the copula; this rare instance is 
presumabiy synonymous with the aorist construction. 


The constative preterite (i.e. the one not explicitly marked as evidential) 
is expressed by members of the paradigm -dXm etc.; used by itself, this 
form normally expresses anteriority relative to the moment of speaking 
or writing. The form is exceedingily common; Zieme 1969; 148 
determined that its freguency in his corpus compared to that of -m/$ is 
roughly 10 : 1. The simple constative preterite serves the narrative 
mode, as even processes which obviously took some time can be 
presented as point events: ofuz yasima bes balik tapa sülâdim (BG E28) 
“In my 30” year of life I campaigned against Be$ Balik. In türk bodun 
ücün tün udimadim küntüz olormadim “For (the sake of) the Turk nation 
I did not sleep at night, nor did | rest in daytime?” (BO E22) there is 
(metaphorical) reference even to repeated situations. Zieme 1969: 148-9 
lists numerous Manich&an examples for the constative preterite. 

When a verbal lexeme denotes a process, its preterite can express the 
state reached in its culmination. Thus with the verb a& “to become 
hungry?”4 e.g. in BT XIII 2,36: “ay baba, yemis (ber bizinâJ, addimiz 
ikâgü” tep ftedilâr “Oh dear, (give us food, we are both hungry” they 
said”. Similarly with indirective status: bofocaklarimniy karni acmi$ 
“My dear little camel colts have evidentiy gotten hungry” (BT XMI 
2,39). 

In the following example the -/* form refers to the future, presented 
as something which has “practically” already taken place, to signal a 


454 Tt had a long vowel, unlike the verb a&- signifying “to open”. For the semantics cf. 
Turkish acık-; acıktım “1 am hungry”. 
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clear intention (in fact a lie; the speaker intends to do something guite 
different): azkya öyrâ yoriyu turzunlar; mân una basa yetdim (Suv 
615,14) “Please walk on a bit; I will have reached you in a moment". 
The use of the presentative particle wmwa is meant to support this 
intention. TT I, an oracle book, has some sentences in which a 
conditional is followed by a -d* form: âd tavar tilâsâr bultun taptin (TT 
I11); gâprâsâr alkintiy; tâprâmâsâr yâgâd(d)in (TT 1204-5). These can 
be translated similarly, as “If you are in pursuit of possessions you will 
soon have them” and “If you move it will be your undoing; if you don't 
move you will have won”. The use of -sAr does also, grammatically 
speaking, allow these to be references to the past: “When you were in 
pursuit of possessions you got them” and “When you moved you were 
undone; when you didn?'t move you prevailed”. 

The preterite in -dXm etc. is followed by ârti e.g. in sintu ögüz suvin 
kâcâr ârkân bir yük nom suvda kalti ârti. atin bitip idtimiz kim ken 
kâltâci arki$ ... (At VI 2048) “While we were crossing the waters of 
the Indus river, a load of holy books had gotten lost in the water. We 
have written down and sent their names, so that a messenger coming 
later (can bring other copies)”. This pre-preterite appears also in /i$i 
tinlig birlâ yazintimiz ârdi; ol ayig kilin& küdintâ ulug tamularda 
(tugdumu)z (MaitrH XX 14v16) “We had sinned with female creatures; 
as a result of that sin we were born in the large hells?”. Another instance 
containing the particle dak is guoted from the Hami DKPAM ms. in 
section 3.341 below. 


Finite -yOk, in use only in Buddhist Uygur, expresses a vivid view 
taken of the event after it took place and implies the speaker's notion 
and communicative intention that the event is relevant for the moment 
of speech; we have therefore called the form “vivid past”. Hence we 
find it used exclusively in guotes of direct speech. The event referred to 
has generally been directly observed by the speaker. The sentence 
basimazdaki kara salimaz ui bölöki kirgiladyok ol (U NI 55,16) “The 
black hair on our head — its ends and dividing line have become grey? is 
uttered by hunters whose hair instantly turns grey upon receiving the 
order to kill a saintly bodhisattva elephant against their conscience, or 
face the murder of their own families to the 7” generation. A mother 
who learns of her son?'s decision to sacrifice himself says ikinti aZunta 
bargali sakinyok sân “you have just decided to go to another existence” 
(U MI 48,6). The sentence atay ... saya yakin kâlyök ol (U NI 64,5) 
“Your father ... has approached you” is said about himself by a father 
come to murder his son. “bo montag tül tüsâyök mân ” tep sözlâyür ârdi 
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(UMI 54,15) *...”I have had such and such a dream” is what gucen 
Bhadrâ asserts whenever she needs an excuse for the sin she is about to 
propose to her addressce; the “dream” is meant to serve as a jJustification 
for the proposal. mân ... tilkü aZuninta tugyok mân (PaücFrag 47) “I 
have been bom a fox” thinks the fox, going on to reflect on what his 
nature enables him to do about the situatlon he is confronted with, as 
distinct from what other animals can do: The birth evidentiy did not 
take place in the immediate past, nor does it need to be asserted, but it is 
relevant for the matter at hand. The sentence “bu/yok mu ârki burxan 
kutin azu bulmayok mu ârki” tep tegülük (BT 1D 195) “One should say 
“Has he just attained buddhahood, I wonder, or hasn't he?” proposes to 
see the event as a drama of current significance; it is important for 
showing that -yOk is compatible with the epistemic particle ârki. nom 
bitiglârin tâlim yigyok mân (Ht V 59) “TI have collected his spiritual 
writings in great guantity? says Xuanzang in India when he worries that 
it will be difficult to have then all transported to China. amfi sizlâr / ... 
âlmgângülük oronka kâlyök /sjJizlâr (Höllen 14-15) “Now you have Just 
arrived at the place of suffering? is what visitors to some part of hell are 
told in a Divine Comedy-like tour. A passage in TT X 336 further 
highlights the use of the form by pinning it against the aorist: körgil 
amti yâklâr bâgi vaysir(a)vani a! .. on küdlüg tâyri burxan atavaki 
yâknin orninta tâprândsiz yarp oloryok ol. ... andcakya ymâ korkmatin 
âymünmâtin olorur. yavlak sakindlig atavaki yâk iki közintin ört yalin 
füfntürüp tâyri burxan üzâ idu turur “Look now, Vaisrâvana, lord of 
the demons! The divine Buddha ... has seated himself, immobile and 
firm, at the place of the demon Atavaka. He is sitting there, without a 
bit of fear or anxiety (While) the evil-thinking demon AÂfavaka keeps 
emitting fire and flames from his two eyes and sending them at the 
divine Buddha”. The use of this form is discussed and further 
documented by D.M. Nasilov 1966.45 

The vivid past can be transferred into the past: “ol âr nâfâg osoglug 
körklüg mânizlig ârdi?” subatra tisi yaya inda tep tedi: “karaza ton 
kâdyök ârdi.” (U MI 57,8) ““How were the looks of that man?” 
Subhadrâ, the female elephant said as follows: “He had put on a monk's 
gown”. The vivid past participle has to be used because kâd- signifies 
“to put on” and not “to wear” and because the way the person referred to 
was dressed is relevant for current action on the part of those involved 
in the story's drama. The sentence sansardin intin yogu€ ârtyök ârdi, 


455 He also points out that it survives in just this function and meaning in Hakas and 
Tuvan; Elisabetta Ragagnin can document it from Dukha, a variety of Tofa spoken in 
Mongolia. 
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kilyok ârdi alku kilguluk islârin, alkyok ârdi az ulafi nizvanilig 
ayiglarig (U TI 88,3-4) “He (the arhat Upasena) had just reached the 
bank beyond samsâra, had just accomplished everything he had to do 
and had just done away with lust and with the other evils of passion” 
has a similar -yOk ârti phrase. It does not appear in direct speech but 
the vivid past content is highly relevant to the point being made: 
Upasena lies down and then, suddenly, his brother Sena, reborn as a 
snake, comes and stings him, instilling his deadiy poison. 

Followed by âr-mis$, the -yOk form gets coupled with indirectivity, as 
in Suv 8,10: inda tep tedilâr: “ay fJârj-a! bizni sini algali fid/tokda 
tükâmâyök ârmi$. tâk sân munda munda tinliglarig ölürtmiskâ ol sânin 
öz alimlilarniyn ugurinta anin sini falgjali idülar. muni sân bilmis 
(kârgâkjl” tep tedilâr “They said the following: “O man! When they 
sent us to fetch you they first looked into the judgement register and if 
furned out that your time to die hadn”t come yet. They sent (us) to fetch 
you only because you have caused the death of so and so many living 
beings, and for the sake of those to whom you owe lives”. The relevant 
sentence is marked as a guotation through örmis but, since it emanates 
from divine prescience, is nevertheless able to refer to the moment of 
speaking. Note that all the examples have the 1“ or 2" person as topic, 
even when the subject is the 3'İ person. 


The perfect participle in -7/$ usually links with the copula to give verb 
phrases with perfect, i.e. post-terminal meaning. -m/5 followed by ârür 
(or ârmâz) and personal pronouns expresses the “normal? post-terminal 
or present perfect. This type of verb phrase should not be confused with 
the indirective (for which see section 3.27), which always consists of 
-ml$ without the aorist; e.g. alti yüz fümân yil ârtmis ârür “six million 
years have passed”; /oyin bolmak küsüsin maya yakin kâlmis ârürlâr 
(MaitrH XVI 1v3) “they have approached me with the wish to become 
monks”; kün tâyri tugmi$ ârür. ... odunuylar “The sun has risen ... Wake 
(p1) up!” (MaitrH XV 11v22); anin ... yelâyü at atamis ârür (BT | 
B(128)) “Therefore there have been given fake names” or mân xweniso 
öyrâ ânâtkâkkâ barmi$ta alp adalig yolta ür ke âmgânmis|kâJ iglig 
kâmlig bolmis ârür mân (Ht VU 1035) “As 1 suffered hardship on the 
hard and dangerous road when I, Xuanzang once went to India, I have 
become sickly”. In the following guestion and answer, the guestion 
consists of a -mlJ$ form while the answer has -m/8 ârür: nâgüniy kücintâ 
bo agulug yilanlar bo montag körksüz aZunta tugmi$lar? otgurak ukti: 
övkâ nizvani küdintâ munta tugmis ârürlâr (MaitrH Y 174-6) “Due to 
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what causes have these poisonous snakes been born into such an ugly 
existence? He understood it clearly: They have been bom into it due to 
the vice of anger.” /wgmislar in the guestion appears to expect an 
indirective answer: The guestioner would be content with second hand 
information but is offered first-hand post-terminal information. This 
passage exemplifies the close association of indirectivity with post- 
terminality. 

The content of -ml$ ol is not indirective cither; it is hard to say in what 
it differs from -m/$ ârür: tâyri kirkinlarin tâyri ogulanlarin alkami$ 
törütmis ol (BT V 175) “He has created the divine maidens and divine 
youths?. Several additional examples of this are found in Ht V 126-133, 
e.g. plural forms in kök tâyri yayin kilmislar ol ... üd kololar etigin 
yaratmi$lar ol “They have done it according to the manner of the sky... 
have created instruments for (measuring) time units”. This is not the 
indirective as Xuanzang is describing what he saw in a country he 
visited. We find the phrase in a relative clause in kisgadc kim kântü ol ok 
tâmirân etilmis$ ol “tongs, which are themselves made of that same iron” 
(M 17-8). In ört yiyak /yeftirâr man turki yerltâ eldiz lanxan tartmi$ 
ol (Ht MI 901) “They have erected a high fence in a distance of seven 
steps on all four sides” and o yarok yasuk vazir öylüg alkatmis yer ... 
bes bölükün bölmis$ ol (BT V 188-191) “That bright and shining praised 
land with a diamond appearance is divided into five parts” one would 
expect fartil- and bölül- if these were normal finite phrases. These two 
instances and perhaps also the one in the Manich&an (M |) relative 
clause were perhaps perfect participles in predicative but still nominal 
use. 

There is a periphrastic construction consisting of the perfect participle 
in -mls with possessive suffix referring to subject followed by bar: 
mâniy ymâ burxan kutiya küğlüg küsünlüg köyül öritmisim ... bar 
(MaitrH X 3r7) “It has happened that I was strongly aroused towards 
ârlsâlr (DKPAMPb 643) “If I happen to have corrupted your noble 
and mild hearts, ...”. Nominal subjects accompanying the -m/$ form 
appear in the nominative; note the 3'İ and 1“ person possessive suffixes 
referring to these subjects: öyrâ ymâ bodisavtlar mundulayu ârdini 
bu$ika kâlmisi bar ârti (KP 49,1-2) “Tt had happened before as well that 
bodhisattvas came in this way to ask for jewels for (giving as) alms”; 
mân xwentso âSidmisim bar (Ht VU 218) “1 Xuanzang have heard (the 
following). If the -74/$ form had been purely nominal and this had not 
been an analytical form, the subject could have been in the genitive. 


270 CHAPTER THREE 


The contexts do not warrant any interpretation of this construction by 
which these nominatives would be instances of left dislocation. 

The perfect is transferred into the past by the addition of the preterite 
of the copula, giving a pluperfect; examples are vipasi atlig burxan 
yertindüdü bâlgürmis ârdi “The buddha called V. had appeared on 
carth? or üküsüg ölgürmis topolmis ârdilâr (At VNI 55) “They had 
penetrated alot (of texts)”. 

The perfect can also be transferred into the future, as e.g. in bulundsuz 
törökâ tâginmi$ ârgâylâr (TT VI 429) “They will have realised 
unattainable dharma'. Elsewhere the seguence -ml$ ârgây expresses 
presumption (discussed in section 3.27). 


A speaker using a future form referring to a point in time subseguent to 
the time of speaking is exercising a judgement on an event which has 
not yet taken place. Its use therefore implies the choice as marked 
member of the epistemic modality category. The future tense is 
expressed by the suffix -dAdl in the runiform inscriptions of Mongolia, 
by -g4Ay in other Old Turkic sources. Finite -d4d is negated as -mACI, 
e.g. ölmâdi yitmâdi sân “you will not die and not disappear? (SU E 9); 
further examples appear in Tufi IE6 and Ongin R2. We have -mAdI also 
in early Manich&an and Buddhist Uygur, e.g.: kadan nây âzüg 
sözlümâci mân (Maitr 11 r11) “1 will by no means ever tell lies”; kök 
kaligdin kozlug yagmur (yagdokin közin) körgây sizlâr; ât'özin ol 
âmgüâk tolgakig tâginmâdi sizlâr (MaitrH XX 1v3) “You will see with 
(your) eyes how rain of embers falls from the sky (but) with your body 
you will not feel that pain.”49 

The inscriptional future taxis is transferred into the past tense by the 
preterite of the copula, e.g. Türk bodun adak kamsatti, yavlak boltaği 
ârti BO E31) “The Turk people tottered and were about to be routed”; 
bunda ymâ tirigi kün boltai ârti, ölügi yurtda yolta yatu kaltai ârtigiz 
(KT N9) “All these (my mother the gucen, my mothers,*”7 elder sisters, 
daughters in law and princesses) who would survive would become 
female slaves and the dead among you would be left Iying in deserted 
camps and on the road”. Then there are instances in the main clauses of 
ireal conditional sentences: £ö/ fegin yok ârsâr kop öltâdi ârtigiz (KT 
N10) “If K.T. did not exist you would all have eventualIy been killed”. 
yok ârtâği ârti (Tuü 54-55) appearing in the same construction is 


456 The editors mistakenly “emend? the -m4c1 form to Yâginmâdâği 

457 Ido not think this refers to “step mothers” as Tekin would have it; with the 
possessive suffixes on mothers, elder sisters etc. the prince probabiy refers to all 
females in his tribe. 
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guoted in section 4.64 below. Uygur has numerous seguences of -dAdl 
ârti (examples are guoted or mentioned in UW 404b, $22b of the entry 
âr-) but in all of them the -d4Gl form serves as present participle and is 
not part of an analytical phrase. Verb phrases with the shape -g4y ârdi 
which I have come across do not, on the other hand, indicate a point in 
tüme which is in the speaker's future or a point of time in any 
relationship at all to the time of narration, but appear in modal 
constructions (sce section 5.1). This may be a coicidence, or the task of 
inscriptional -d4€l ârti may in Uygur have been filled by the phrase 
-gAlIr ârti, of which we guote an instance in the next paragraph. 


Uygur and Çarakhanid have an “imminent future? expressed by the 
suffix -gAl/r. E.g. aglik kurug bolgalir “The treasury is about to get 
empty? (KP 7,7); alko islâyü tükâdimiz. yenâ ymâ kün tâyri uyakgalir. 
amti kântü kântü ârgülük (âlvkâ baralim “We have finished all our 
work. Moreover, the sun is about to set. Now let us cach go to the 
houses we are to stay in” (Maitr 12v2); ya kurup ok atgalir (TT 1162) 
“He is bending his bow and about to shoot an arrow?. In Çarakhanid we 
have the form in two couplets: sâvind arzu ni'mât turu kalgalir / sakin& 
kadgu mihnât maya kâlgâlir (OB 1074) “Joy, desire and happiness are 
about to stay away; trouble, sorrow and afflictilon come my way”; 
seziksiz ölüm bir kün axir kâlir / tirilmi$ bo janlig janin algalir (OB 
1472) “There is no doubt that Death will one day come; he will soon 
take the soul of this living being”. See section 3.285 for infinite uses of 
this form; the imminent future expressed by -g4// âr- (see this in 
section 3.251) may be its source. 

Transposed into the past we get, e.g., uwr/uj tidgalir ârti; ani ülün 
tidmadi*s (ZiemeTexterg r5) “He was about to oppose and hinder him; 
that is the reason he didn't do so”. 


Uygur uses bol- “to become” (for which see section 3.29) with the 
perfect participle in -7/4/$ for presenting the activity as a transition of the 
subject into a new state: nomlayu yarlikamis bolti “he has deigned to 
preach?, on törlüg âdgü kilindig kilmis kârgâk; öginâ kayina utli sâvinE 
tâgürmi$ bolur (BT XT 12,036)9 “(They) should carry out the ten 
types of good deeds; (they) will have given pleasure to their parents? or 


458 The ms. (Manich&an writing) has ##dmzdi, which 1 take to be an error; it might 
indicate that the ms. was copied from a source in Uygur script, where Z and ?* can be 
similar. 

459 The editor pieced this sentence together from mss. B and Ç; that it should be 
attributive to $/ok “verse” (as he thinks) seems unlikely to me. 
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dyan at üzâ körkitmi$ bolti “he has thus presented them by the dhyâna 
name? (Buddhist); yerni mâ kari kisini unitmis bolgay sân (UigBrief 
C11-12, aletter) “(If you do not come to sce us but stay where you are), 
you will find that you have forgotten your place and your old family? .469 
In Manich&an texts there appears to be a resultative present perfect 
with bo/- in the preterite, where âr- in the preterite would have given 
past perfect meaning: ymâ agizlanmi$ bolti /ululg ögründün, ymâ 
bitillmis) bolti agir sâvindin “and it has been pronounced with great Joy 
and written down with overwhelming happiness? (M 1 25,3-5); sizlâr 
ani ülün okitmis boltuyuzlar (M Ul nr.7 NI 15) “You have been called 
for that reason”. 


Let us sum up what we have found to express tense and aspect in finite 
indicative non-evidential verb phrases. There are five simple forms: 
The imperfect aorist, the preterite, the perfect base -m1/$ / -mAdOk, the 
future -dA4d / -mAĞI or -gAy and, in Uygur, the vivid past -yOk and the 
imminent future in -g4A//r. All these are also found transferred into the 
past by the preterite of the copula. -m/$ is in a special situation as it 
needs the pronoun ol or the form ârür for serving as predicative perfect 
verb form; without one of these it would be confused with its 
homophone expressing evidential past. Perfect -m/$ / -mAdOk is also 
unigue among the simple verb forms in (at least once) getting coupled 
with örgây to express taxis, and also with bo/fi, bolur or bolgay to form 
verb phrases: -m/S bolti was found to express a present perfect while 
-ml$ bolur and -ml$ bolgay give future perfect meaning. 


3.27. Status and epistemic modality 


Many languages of the world, among them modem and ancient 
languages of northern Eurasia including all the Turkic ones, possess a 
category which has been called “status”, expressing whether the 
information which the speaker / writer supplies to the addresseec reached 
his (the speaker's) consciousness directiy or indirectiy. The speaker / 
writer using a marked member of this category indicates the way by 
which the information reached his or her attention. This category should 
by no means be confused with epistemic modality, which expresses the 
speaker's opinion on the reliability of the content of his utterance: The 


460 Concerning the translation of kisi as “family?” cf. my people “my family” in spoken 
English. kisi “person” with possessive suffix apparentiy also acguired the meaning 
“wife?, but that was probabiy a result of narrowing of the meaning “family”; Arabic 
'ayâl “family” also came to mean “wife” in many Turkic languages 
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“status” category does not itself say anything on reliability. There may, 
however, be some inferences in that direction on the part of the 
addressee (whether intended by the speaker / writer or not), which is 
why we are dealing with the two categories in the same section. We 
will first give a short account of status and then of epistemic modality 
as we find them realised in Old Turkic sources. 

Old Turkic indirective status is normally expressed by the verb form 
âr-mis added to nominal or verbal sentences. When referring to past 
events, however, ârmis is not added to preterite forms; instead, the 
verbal suffix -m/$ (also serving the perfect participle, with which 
indirect status is related both by function and meaning) replaces the 
preterite element -4 (* possessive suffixes). In this, Old Turkic is 
similar, to Turkish, e.g., and (with some phonetic changes) to Yakut. 
Status is not an obligatory category in Turkic, which means that the use 
of a directive form like -4/ does not guarantee that the addressee has 
actually witnessed the unfolding event. When the content is negative, 
-mA-dOk is used in most of Old Turkic instead of -mı/$; the use of -m4- 
mis sets in only in rather late Old Turkic. The reasons for this 
suppletion may lie in content: Evidentiality is the perhaps oldest 
function of the finite -71/$ form in this language, and an event which did 
not take place can have produced no evidence. 

The contents of a message can be indirective in one of three ways, in 
Old Turkic as elsewhere: Most prominently in the Old Turkic 
documentation, a person or persons different from the speaker may be 
the source of the information being transmitted by the speaker, the so- 
called 'reportive” function; this may refer to matters placed in the past, 
the present or the future with respect to the speech act. Secondiy, the 
speaker may have inferred the content of his utterance from some 
evidence forthcoming cither during the occurrence of the event or, more 
commonly, surviving the event after it was completed. This “inferential? 
or “evidential? function has often been taken to be the central or at least 
the primary one as far as Turkic languages are concerned, as the -m/$ 
form is also the perfect participle,*! and as the perfect in fact sums up a 
wrapped-up event from the vantage point of its contribution to the 
present or to some other state following its completion. It is important 
to state straightway that Old Turkic -71/$ cannot by itself be used asa 
finite perfect (or “postterminal”, to use Johanson's clearer term). Thirdiy 
there is the “mirative” function of the indirective, where the speaker 
does, in fact, himself witness the event he is reporting on, but registers 


461 The identity of the two forms extends to the feature that both are, in Old Turkic, 
replaced by -m4dOk when negated. 
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it with surprise, as his mind was not in any way prepared for this 
particular event. This is still indirective, in that reality in a sense belies 
the picture which the speaker / writer had made of it for himself, the 
former abruptly superimposing itself upon the latter. All uses of the 
indirective essentially include implicit reference to a foreign view- 
point, emanating from the event itself or from some other focus of 
CONnSCİOUSNESS. 

In öyrâ nâ bar ârmis tepân biltimiz, tâyrili yâkli nâdâ ötrö süynüsmis, 
yarokli karali kalti katilmis, yerig tâyrig kim yaratmi$ tepân biltimiz 
(Xw 134-6) “we know what there was before ..., for what reason god 
and demon fought, how light and darkness were mixed (and) who 
created the carth and the sky” the speakers do not (pretend to) have any 
postterminal evidence for the contents of the subordinated sentences; 
rather, they were told about it by others. Similarly in... bulmaz ârmis 
tep sav â$idti (Suv 621,20) “She heard the news that they were not 
finding ...”, where the object proposition is verbal, with present taxis. 
Cİ. further edârür ârmis in az inaru barmjlis/, bir ögüfrJ*2 muygak 
kör/mis/, ymâ muygak sigunug uvultsuz bijlig ücün edârür ârmi$. bo 
bâlgü körüp ymâ ... ina tepân aymi$ (M 135,7) “He went a bit further 
and saw a herd of female maral deer. A female maral deer was pursuing 
a male for sex. He saw this omen and... asked as follows:”. 

When reportive -74/$ appcars in guestions, the addressee is expected to 
give a merely reportive answer, as in bo finliglar nâ ayig kilin& 
kilmislar ârki, kim bo montag azunta tugup ... (MaitrH XX 1v20) 
“These creatures, what sins are they said to have committed, that they 
are bom in such an existence and ...”. Reportive past perfect gives -m/$ 
ârmi$s: antag esidmi$im bar: mahapradapati gautami hatun ... tapinmi$ 
udunmi$ ârmis (tep) (MaitrH HI 1b17) “I have heard the following; 
Oucen Mahâprajâpatı Gautami had done obeisance to ...”. 

The inscriptional sentence “karlok esiyâ kâlmâdök” tedi. signifies 
“He said “The K. are said not to have come for service”, to judge by its 
context. This is an example for the negative counterpart of indirective 
-mls: The Karlok are absent. 

In the following example, on the other hand, ârmis is added to the 
predicative verb form to signal mirativity: andama mâni, ancama âdgü 
asig tusu, ancama âdgü kut kiv kim mâniy âvimtâ barkimta burxanlig 
kün tâyri tugar ârmis (MaitrH X1 3v11) “Such happiness, such good 
favour, such good luck and blessing that — it turns out — sun-like 
Buddha is being born in my home”. Similarly, the little mouse which 


462 The editor here writes ökü/$/ “many”, which seems guite unlikely. 
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climbs on top of a pot in Ht VI 391 and then says: sumer fagka 
agtinmak alp ârmâz ârmi$ “It turns out it isn't difficult to climb mount 
Sumeru”. Such surprise can also apply to the 1“ person (as it also can in 
moder Turkic languages), e.g. in the following passage (Ul 8-9, 
Magier): bizliyâl tapingu yüküngü ârdini berüp ârmis. biz tapinguka 
tâgimsiz ârmis biz; bilmâtin kudugka kâmismis biz ““Tt turns out that he 
has given us a jewel to worship (but we were unworthy of it). It turns 
out we are unworthy of worshipping (Jesus Christ); unwittingiy, it 
appcars, did we throw it (i.e. the stone which he gave us) into the well”. 
Little Jesus had given the three kings a stone which they had found too 
heavy to carry and, unaware of its value, had thrown into a well, 
whereupon a blaze reaching all the way to the sky came out of the well. 
With nominal predicate we find amranmak nizvani ât yedâği kan iğdâci 
yâk iğkâklârdü ymâ üstünrâk yavlak ârmis (DKPAMPb 152) “The 
passion of lechery is — as I now see — worse than demons and vampires 
cating flesh and drinking blood”: The pupil discovers a “truth” already 
known to his addressee who is his teacher. When saying bo nâ 
amgâklig yer ârmis (KP 4,8), for instance, the Good-thinking Prince 
expresses his surprise that the world, as he comes to discover it, turns 
out to be such a place full of suffering. The nominal sentence mân 
kololadokum kamagdâ ârklig yultuz ârmis (1.5-9 in ms. TM 342-—U 5) 
“What I have discovered is that stars tum out to be the mightiest” hasa 
sentence as comment (or “predicate”). This subordinated sentence is the 
result of the speaker's observations, what he finds out and presents as 
their result, what has become evident to him but is not evident to his 
addressees. In Ht VII 199-201 the (in this case perhaps rhetorical) 
surprise appcars to come by reading; /okiyu/ tâgindim tâyri xanimiz 
yaratmis sudurlar S$astrlarnin swö baslagin: yarumi$ ol önrâkilârnindâ, 
ârtmi$ ol amtikilarninda “1 have respectfully (read) the preface to the 
sütras and sâstras composed by our divine ruler; It turns out that it 
overshadows those of the previous ones (i.e. the previous authors) and 
surpasses those of the present ones”. This points at the pragmatic use to 
which mirativity is put. 


Old Turkic clearly distinguishes between epistemic modality and what 
is conceived of or presented as (in)ability, unlike Western European 
languages which use the verb “can” in both functions. In Old Turkic, 
(in)ability is expressed by the verb u-(ma-) and by verb phrases of the 
shape -U bol- and -g4/1 bol-; these do not serve epistemic modality. In 
this language, epistemic modality is communicated through other 


276 CHAPTER THREE 


analytical verb constructions, through various simple verb forms and 
through particles. 

There are two particles expressing the speaker / writer's attitute 
towards the likelihood of the content of a proposition, both excellentiy 
documented: ârki in the UW and ârin& e.g. in T.Tekin 2000: 160-161 
for the inscriptional instances and tbe UW for the Uygur ones. Parts | 
and Il of the UW entry for ârki deal with the interrogative uses of this 
particle, especially in the sections m) — o), which refer to nominal 
sentences and sentences with the aorist and the constative preterite; in 
section p), which documents uses of ârki with forms expressing the 
future, its meaning is mostly “hopefully”. The epistemic meaning of 
ârki can be translated to English as 'clearly?” or “apparently? or 
“perhaps”. ârinğ, on the other hand, signifies “surely?, “probably? or “no 
doubt”. Runiform instances accompany forms in -4/$ (and its negative 
counterpart -mA4dOk) or the preterite and there is one nominal sentence; 
Uygur also has, in addition to the mentioned verb forms, aorist and 
future instances. In all of these, örinc is the last word of the sentence. 
This is often also the case with ârki; the rule for that, however, appears 
to be that it immediately follows the predicate or comment, whether 
that isat the end or not. /4, a particle which, according to DLT fol.538, 
was used by the Oguz, is assertive: See section 3.341 for it. 

The verb bo/- sometimes has a content which is marked within the 
epistemic category, when it signifies not “to become” but “to tend to be” 
or “to be expected to be”: thus in the sentence bramanlar küvândlig 
bolurlar (TT X 474) “Brahmans are normally arrogant”. The sentence 
muntada ymâ muyadindig nâgü bolgay (Maitr 26A r4) can be translated 
as “What could be more wondrous than this”; this instance of bo/- does 
not signify “to become? cither: The sentence amalgamates interrogative 
with dubitative content, the latter being expressed both by b0/- and by 
the future form. In the following sentence we appcar to have the -s4r 
form, the most prominent function of which it is to form conditionals, 
used for expressing doubt, an epistemic content; the stem is again bo/-: 
kim bolsar*3 bo yer suvda ol tülnün tüzü tükâti tüsin sözlüdâği (MaitrH 
XI 3r13) “Who on this earth might it be who could fully express the 
import of that dream?” 

In the Orkhon Turkic sentence Türk bodun, ölsükün / ölsüküg (KT S6, 
S6-7 and N5) “Oh Turk nation, you are bound to die”, certainty about 
the future is expressed by a form consisting of the necessitative 


463 The second syllable of this word is guite unclear on the facs. and could in fact be 
-gay and not -sar. O and S on the one hand, Y andR on the other, don't look all too 
different and not much remains in the ms. anyway. 
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participle in -sX£ together with the possessive suffix of the 2" person 
referring to the subject. 

The primary meaning of the -gU fâg construction discussed at the end 
of section 3.284 is to gualify an entity as 'suitable for the activity 
denoted by the verb”. In Middle Turkic and some Siberian Turkic 
languages it came to express conjectures and fears that the activity 
denoted by the verb would take place; an Uygur example for this 
meaning, which makes the construction relevant to epistemic modality, 
seems to appear in yefgü tâg kâlir oglanig (BT XT 2,44) which, in its 
context, signifies “(someone) could come and might lead the children 
off. 

Uygur has an analytical construction for expressing that the speaker 
considers the realisation of a certain proposition unlikely: The verb is 
put into a phrase of the shape -gUts1/ yok, the subject staying in the 
nominative; e.g. ig foga kefgüsi yok (U 145,4) “It is not expected that 
the illnesses will disappear'; mâniy köyülüm yürâkim f/..J sintâdâ öni 
ketip bargusi yok (TT X 466) “It is |guite)| unlikely that my heart should 
abandon you”. siggusi yok ârdi “it could not be expected to fit in? shows 
the same analytical construction transposed into the past. -gsU/Xk-*- yok 
is used in the same way, e.g. in munfada yegâdip utup üstün bolguluki 
yok (PafcFrag II 55) “There are no chances of them to prevail and 
overcome (them)”: 

ârgây, the future form of the copula, may express presumption: amfi 
ca$tani elig közünmâz bolup bardi; kalin yâklâr tâgirmilâyü avlap 
altilar ârgây (U W A 233) “Now king Caştana has completely 
disappeared; the numerous demons have crowded around him and wi// 
have captured him”. Such a presumption can be linked with a rhetorical 
guestion, as in the following instance of direct speech: ay wug elig bâg! 
mân montag montag sav â$idtim. bo nâ sav ol?! azu biziy amrak 
ögökümüz ây kiligi mahasatvi*©4 jâginmis ârgây mu biz? (Suv 622,11) 
“O great king! I have heard such and such news. What matter is this? 
Might we possibly have lost Mahasattva, our dear beloved smallest 
one?” Röhrborm (UW 402a, Ş$18c of the entry for âr-) thinks these 
instances must be errors for ârki but it is not good philological practice 
to assume an error to have taken place over and again in the same word. 
A future form would not be unreasonable in view of the English 
translation, German “werden ihn gefangen genommen haben” and 
Turkish “esir etmiş olacaklar. See section 3.343 for a proposed 


464 In his edition of this text, Kaya adds a g not found in the ms. to make this into an 
accusative form; this is not necessary as Old Turkic proper names used as direct objects 
can also be in the nominative case. The / is part of the name. 
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connection between ârgây and ârki. The sentence munuy tüsâmi$ 
tüllârin koduru kololasar mân otgurati ordog karsig kodup tasgaru 
üngây tâg mân (MaitrH XT 4v7) signifies “If 1 deeply meditate on the 
dreams she dreamt, it looks as if I would definitely abandon the palace 
and go out”, where I have translated the postposition as “it looks as if. 
The seguence -gU fâg discussed above also fused in Middle Turkic to 
give just this meaning, as does Khakas -g4d4g. The history of -gU fâg 
can be followed well through Middle Turkic, but by shape the Khakas 
form is actually closer to -g4(Y) fâg than to -gU tâg. 

The content of the forms in -yOk and -g4//r (discussed in section 
3.26) has some connection to epistemic modality, as they make the 
addressee look at events of the recent past and the imminent future 
respectively though their relevance for the moment of speaking, 
involving a special assertion that they are 'real”. 


3.28. The non-finite verb 


Non-finite verb forms are cither infinitives referring to non-factive 
action (section 3.281), converbs (section 3.286), imperfect participles 
(section 3.282), perfect participles (section 3.283) or projection 
participles (section 3.284). All participles can also refer to an action, 
event, state or process whereas infinitives cannot, inversely, refer to any 
participants in the action as participles do. The -g4//r form, being 
difficult to classify, gets a section for its own (3.285). Infinitives and 
participles can cither be used attributively or be nominalised 
(irrespective of whether they refer to participants or to actions etc.); 
when nominalised they show the category of case and can be governed 
by postpositions. Converbs can only be used adverbially and normally 
show no nominal behaviour; they do, however, sometimes get case 
suffixes and get govermed by postpositions suiting their adverbal 
meaning: The expansion following the /p/ in -(X)pAn as compared with 
-(X)p could be related to the instrumental suffix and -m4(/n must have 
been expanded from Orkhon Turkic -m144/ with the help of this suffix; 
the vowel converb appcars to be governed by the postposition birlâ ina 
construction denoting action immediately preceding the action of the 
main verb and -g/4// can be governed by the postposition ödün. 

The border between participles and deverbal nominals (section 3.113 
above) is a bit fuzzy, as different criteria are possible for the distinction, 
and these can lead to different classifications. One criterilon for 
distinguishing the two is that the former are, like verbs, negated with 
-mA-. Another criterion is the degree of lexicalisation; but deverbal 
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nominals are often not lexicalised cither, although their creation 
belongs to word formation. A third criterion is whether the word 
gualifies the subject, object, etc. as a permanent characterisation or 
something which the participant is involved in temporarily; the former 
is more nouny (and hence belongs more to word formation), the latter 
more verblike. This semantic-pragmatic distinction is not always casy 
to decide on even in context, and may not always have been meant to be 
clear-cut by the speaker/writer in the first place. The fourth criterion is 
government: In principle, verbs (including participles) goverm direct 
and indirect objects while nouns don't. In fact we find that a large 
group of forms consisting of deverbal nominals with the agentive 
denominal suffix 4-6 — and a few others as well — do govem objects, 
though by far not as extensively as participles. Old Turkic participles 
govem objects exactly as finite verbs do. 


3.281. The infinitive 

The form in -m4Ak, which denotes actions, events, states or processes, is 
not all too common in Old Turkic, as the normal verbal complement for 
verbs is the -g4// converb and as participles can also refer to events or 
actions. The infinitive is closest to the projection participles discussed 
in section 3.284; it differs from them in that it refers only to events or 
actions, whercas -gU or -sXk forms can also refer to direct or indirect 
objects, to time or place and the like. Considering the following 
instance (Hymnus 11) we note another difference between -mAk and the 
projection participles: üztüntân enip ölmis üzütüg ölmâkdâ tirgürmi$ 
fâyrim signifies “my lord, who revived from death (< from being dead) 
the soul which descended from above and died”; 6/-gü-dâ would have 
signified * (saved) from dying? and would not have been compatible 
with öirgür-. 

There do not appear to be any negative infinitives in early texts. We 
have them e.g. in /subujdi ... ötünti ayitdi fât/özlüg savig köyüldâ 
kilmamakig (BT 1 F47) “Subhüti ... begged to ask about the non- 
creation of bodily matters in the heart” and #dmamakinizlartin ötgürü 
(Suv 671,15) “because you did not give up on it”; there are many more 
such forms in Suv. 

We turn to the use of this form. In yeg bolgay arigda semâkdâ yorip 
otin suvin âtöz eltinmâk (MaitrH XX 13r11) we find an impersonal 
infinitive phrase as the topic of a nominal sentence; it signifies “It 
would be better if one lived in the forest, getting along with herbs and 


465 The BT instance must be late also because a parallel, otherwise identical passage 
(D 117-118) has a different formulation with a positive infinitive. 
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water”. While behaving like a verb within the phrase of which it is the 
kernel, the infinitive also shows nominal categories like case, e.g. an 
accusative in an example guoted above. In the following instance it 
appcars in the locative and governs an object: nom nomlamakta uz ... 
boltilar (At VU 64) “They became masters at preaching”. m alku ... 
ayig tütü$ kâri$ karismakig amirtgurdadi ârür (UN 58,5,) “They (are 
the ones who) pacify all guarrel and disagreement” the infinitive is 
parallel to deverbal nouns and serves as direct object of another verb. 
Infinitives can gualify nouns, e.g. in wWimak sigtamak ünlâr (MaitrH 
XX 1r18) “voices of moaning and weeping” or ölürmâk sakinlin (TT W 
A 29) “with the intention of killing”; in the second instance guoted here, 
however, it gualifies another verbal abstract and is in fact its object. 

Nominal subjects which accompany this form appear in the genitive 
or in the nominative. o/ orontaki alku tinliglarnin artokrak arig süzük 
bolmaki bolur; tamuda tugdadi tinliglarniy üzülmâki bolur (U 1 38,74- 
5) “There takes place the perfect purification of all creatures who are in 
that place and a stop to creatures destined to be bom in hell is an 
example for the former; another one is samfso adarinin tavga xan birlâ 
kâlis bari$ bitig idişmakin ukitmak “the description of the 
correspondence between Xuanzang and the Chinese emperor”, the title 
burxanlarnin tinliglarig âdgü ögli köyülin ömâki ögnüytâ kayninta taki 
artok üğün (Warnke 195) “because the Buddhas are well-meaningliy 
considerate of the creatures even more than (their) mothers and fathers” 
the infinitive, with genitive subject and accusative object of its own, is 
the topic of a nominal clause which, in turn, is subordinated by ödün. 
With nominative subject we have bökünki künkâtâgi mogodlar ootka 
tapinmak tiltagi bo ârür “this is the reason for the Magi's worship of 
fire to this day” in Magier, U 1 9. Other such instances are biz bir ikinti 
birlâ öcâsmâk kârgâk ârmâz (W ettkampf 54) “There is no need for us 
to fight with each other” or dinâk kegind bermâki nom “the book (about) 
chandaka”'s answering”, the title of a text in WilkKatMan nr. 1. The first 
two guoted texts are Buddhist whereas the third is Christian and the 
fourth and fifth Manich&an. The case of the subject is crucial: The 
existence of nominative subjects shows that -m4Ak is inflexional and not 
derivational while the existence of genitive subjects does not speak 
against this status. 

An infinitive is govemed by instrumental üzâ in “kâl toyin!” temâk 
üzâ toyin kigürüp ... (U WI 75.2,) “(Buddha) enlisted (them) as monks 
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by saying “Come,4“ monk!”. The seguence -mAk üdün “in order to”, so 
common in Turkish, seems to be rare in Old Turkic. We find it in 
tâyrikân uygur bokuk xan ... koyn yilka ü6 maxistak olormak üün 
moZagka kâyâdi “His Uygur majesty Bokuk xan (came to Xoöo and) 
consulted with the MoZak in view of the taking of office of three 
Mahistaks in the year of the sheep” in BuchFrag 1,1,2,7, a very carly 
text. Note that the (nominative!) subjects of olor- here differ from the 
main subject.4“7 

Reference to subjects can appear in the form of possessive suffixes 
added to the -m4Ak form, e.g. sinmakimizni buzulmakimizni tükâtgâli 
umadimiz “we couldn't stop our heartbreaking” (Ht VII 1916) or maya 
amranmakiniz (U NI 29,1) “your love for me”. With the third person 
e.g. furkaru ögründün mânin ârmâki bolur (TT VI 101) “He enters a 
state of continuousiy living (or: dwelling there, i.e. in the house) in 
happiness”; DreiPrinz 121, an early Manichean text, has -mAkwAr/ 
bol-.  kâlökümün Oo kertgünzünflâr), oo siziy Oo bâgâdmâkâniz(i)n 
ârklânmâkiniz(i)n bilzünflârj (DreiPrinz 65-67) has the infinitive in a 
construction identical with the perfect participle in -4Ok and in parallel 
with it. ol ok künkâ ârtiynü ögrüncülâsmâk kiltilar (DreiPrinz 109) “On 
that very day they had a lot of mutual rejoicing” looks like a 
circumlocution for Ögründülâstilâr', perhaps copied from a source text. 

Translating the instances we guoted, we used the English -ing form, 
abstracts such as the nouns sfop, answer, love or worship or Latinate 
forms in -fion, -ence or -ment. The only case where we used the English 
infinitive was when mentioning the “need to fight”. What corresponds 
to the English infinitive is rather the converb in -g4/7 or, in other types 
of cases, the projection participle in -eU. -mAk is not a deverbal noun 
cither, however, as it has full verbal government, can (on occasion) be 
negated with -714-, can get nominative subjects and its forms are clearly 
not created for the lexicon. Unlike the English infinitive, it is not used 
adverbialiy. It is like the German infinitive or the Semitic masdar when 


466 Or, if the first word is an Indo-Aryan noun, “(It is) time, monk!”. 

467 The reading ömgâk ömgâdi bizni kutadmf/ak) üdün in a passage in NesGlaub has 
no certainty, as the facs. shows that the lacuna could have contained much more than 
two letters. In itself such a phrase would not be surprising in a ms. dated by the editor to 
the 13-14'” century, which shows kutar- < kutgar- and metatheses such as y/ > /y and 
yr > ry. The reading ömgândi, which Zieme here proposes (against his reading âmgâdi 
in his guote from the ms. in NesTex), is possible in view of the fact that the base verb is 
otherwise not attested in Uygur although there is only one N / '; I do not think it is 
obligatory, however, as ömgâ- is attested in Oarakhanid Turkic, and the text does have 
the aberrant feature of writing the ablative form in *d4n several times instead of 
standard td/n. 
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getting accompanied by its subject in the genitive but unlike them when 
the subject is in the nominative. 

The form -mAk*-/Xg, appcaring rather extensively in adnominal 
function, is discussed in OTWF 154-155 and in section 4.61 below. 
-mAksXz, which is just as common, is dealt with in OTWF section 
3.329. -mAk with possessive suffixes referring to the subject of the 
action and in the dative case is used in temporal clauses (section 4.633) 
or can give instrumental meaning. 


3.282. Imperfect participles 

Participles are verbal adjectives which, like other adjectives, readily 
assume nominal tasks, i.e. they can be heads of noun phrases. I here 
deal with participles under the headings “imperfect?, “perfect” (section 
3.283) and “projection? (section 3.284); these are mecant to be very wide 
labels, as the forms dealt with in section 3.283 do not necessarily have 
“perfect” aspectual meaning, and the “projection? in section 3.284 can 
mean many different things. 

Imperfect participles turn out mostly to gualify nominals referring to 
subjects, or themselves to refer to subjects of actions expressed by the 
verbal base. They are only very rarely used for gualifying non-subjects; 
when they are, there is no explicit or implicit reference to the subject 
linked to them.“ The perfect participles of section 3.283 regularly refer 
to non-subject participants, e.g. to direct or indirect objects, and to 
circumstantial entities; only rarely do they gualify subjects. Projection 
participles, dealt with in section 3.284, never gualify the subjecis of 
their bases. All participles can also refer to actions, events, processes or 
states, in accordance with the fact that an Old Turkic adjective can, 
beside gualifying or denoting an entity bearing a particular guality, also 
be used for referring to the abstract guality as such. When serving as 
predicates, participles demand no copula, but the element o/ may be 
used after them in such cases. 

Imperfect participles are used as finite predicates to different degrees: 
-Ur is used much more often in such function than as participle and 
-dAdI is used in this way mainly in the runiform inscriptions.4“9 On the 
other hand, we have come across only one instance of -(XWg// in 


468 The use to which the Suv puts forms in -gUdğ is an exception: Those do get 
accompani€ed by explicit subjects. 

469 Another guestion, of course, is whether the present participle in -d4€/ and the 
future suffix -d46/ should not (when disregarding diachrony) be considered to be mere 
homophones. 
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predicative use and -(X)gmA is never used in this way. -gAn and -gUd! 
forms are, in Old Turkic, even farther from finite use. 


The suffix -(XO)gmA forms positive imperfect participles: Negative 
forms are not attested; this may be a sign of reduced productivity: 
-mAdAĞI and —mAgU£I, e.g., are common. Nor do -(X)gm4A forms ever 
appcar to be used predicatively; examples are heads or attributes. A 
number of Orkhon Turkic examples are guoted in Tekin 1968: 176; we 
also have âr-igmâ in ÇaraBalg d 5, a runiform inscription of the Uygur 
steppe empire. The form is rather common in Manich&an sources, e.g. 
iki yarok ordo ilrâ olorugma tâyrilâr (Xw 40-41 and 52-53) “the gods 
residing in the two palaces of light; /ört elig tâyrilârdü tanigmalar, 
tâyri nomin tutagmalar, tünârig yâklârkâ tapunugmalar, tümânlik 
erindü kiligmalar (M 1 11,5-8) “those who deny the existence of the 
four ruling gods, disparage divine law, worship murky demons, commit 
sins by the ten thousands”. Cf. further yerdâ yorigma yalayok “people 
living on earth”. 

Substantivised we have, e.g., bo ... agnayu yatagma “this (person) 
Iying (there) writhing” (ManEırz 1 6); several further examples appear in 
the Xw. Substantivised -(Wgm4 forms can, of course, also get case 
suffixes and *İdr, e.g. in nomdi mân tegmâkâ artizip ... “getting 
(oneself) deceived by those who say “Tam a preacher” (Xw 122); there 
are further such examples in I.gB XX or Ht1135. 

As pointed out in UW 429b (where examples of âr-igmâ are 
mentioned), the Uygur use of this participle is productive only in 
Manich&an texts;49 Buddhist sources only have petrified forms from 
the verbs âr- “to be, kâl- “to come”, /e- “to say” and w6- (because of 
ucugma “flying? gualifying “creature” and referring to birds). The Maitr 
has the forms kâligmâ and ârigmâö, the latter e.g. in fâyri yerintâ ârigmâ 
tâyrilâr (Maitr 103v5) “the gods staying in the divine country”. Another 
set phrase which stayed in use in later Uygur is ken kâligmâ üd “the 
future? (e.g. BT1I 141). 

te-gmâ is the only -(X)gmA form used for gualifying the verb?s object; 
we have it e.g. in darni te-gmâ kapig “the gate called dhâranr (Suv 
457,4 and BT II 1077), dinZu tegmâ ârtöktâg kertü töz bâlgüsi “the 
mark of the so-being true root called /a/hatâ” (TT VI 190), bo 
yertindüdâki kamag eliglâr kanlar tegmâ üküsi bodisatvlar tetir (TT VI 
248) “most of those called kings and rulers in this world are considered 
to be bodhisattvas” and several more in that text. This use is very 


470 The word read as y(a)rlikagma in M TI nr.9 ILI 19 is now by P.Zieme (personal 
communication) seen to be yalvarar m(â)n. 
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common in Buddhist texts (including early ones like TT VI) but seems 
to appear only in them. Possessive suffixes referring to subjects are 
never appended to -(XW)gmA4A forms. 


- Ur (negated as -m4z) is much more common in predicative verb forms 
(the aorist, discussed in section 3.233) than as a participle suffix. 
Examples for its use as participle are uyakur yultuzlar (Maitr) “setting 
stars”, akip (or agip) kâlir sogik suv (TT 1 104) “cold water flowing 
forth (or coming up), nom bilir âr (KP 14.3) “a person who knows the 
doctrine”, bilig bilmâz kisi (KT S 7) “an ignorant person?, #fay$Sanvu 
ögâsi bilgösi tetir ârklig (Mz 711 lines 32-33 guoted in Kings, 6” and 
7“ court) “the mighty one called minister and cousellor of Taishanfu”. 
körür közüm körmüâz tâg, bilir biligim bilmâz tâg bolti (KTN 10) “My 
(normally) secing eyes seemed as if they had lost their sight and my 
(otherwise) thinking mind seemed to have lost its senses” shows the 
form as a nominal govemed by a postposition. yazmas atim “a 
marksman who does not miss?” in DLT fols.470 and 610 is a negative 
adnominal instance; note that both DLT passages show it in proverbs. 
In carly texts the participial use of the aorist is not limited to agentive 
heads: The head of yanmas yerdâ oztumuz (M Tl nr.16 v3) , We 
escapcd the place of no retum? is the sowrce of the movement described 
by the verb, the place /rom which no creatures come back.“ Nor is bo 
fugar ölür yertindü yersuv (BT V p.35 v6-7; WilkKatMan nr. 170) “this 
physical world where one gets born and dies” agentive; in this instance 
the head refers to the place where birth and death takes place 
continuousiy. Cf. #ugar ölür sansar in ZiemeAra 88. In yeltirâr ay 
(Windgott 17), literally “the month (in) which (the wind) blows”,4? the 


4TL The form is irregular in that the suffix is in Old Turkic otherwise -m14z and not 
-mAs, and an early source would not confuse voiced and voiceless consonants. The ms. 
is now lost. -m1/5 would not fit the context very well (though (il is sometimes written 
with al/ef). Oarakhanid sources also have -m4s although they do not confuse the velars 
either; the text may therefore belong to a different dialect. 

472 “€Windiger Monat” in UW 380. A literal German translation would be “der Monat 
in dem es weht”, “wehen” (unlike “to blow?) being a verb which always has the wind as 
subject. Various Asiatic nature calendars have a month named “windy monti”. 
ZiemeWind translated this expression as “antreibender Monat”, taking the verb to be the 
causative of yâ/- “to trot, to amble”. There are three problems with his interpretation, 
adopted from EDPT 923b: Firstly, YYLTYR'R differs from yâ/-für-ür in all three 
vowels, the aorist vowel of yeltir- “to blow” always being /â/. Secondly, the earliest 
certain instances of yâlfür- are from the 15“ century; it does not appear to have turned 
up in Uygur and the Tufi word referred to in the EDPT entry can read also in a different 
way. Thirdiy, the Tufi and Ottoman instances referred to in the EDPT are about “riding 
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head refers to the /#ime frame. The verbs have neither explicit nor 
implicit subjects in any of these instances, so that no agentive 
possessive suffixes are necessary cither on the head or on the 
participles. Im MaitrH Y 243 which, unlike the previous instances, is 
Buddhist, the head (ig) is the cawse of the (averted) event (6/-); it (and 
not the satellite) is marked with a possessive suffix referring to the 
person who might have died: purani atlag tirtilâr bax$isin ... visuğik 
atlig ölür igintâ ozguru yarlikadi “He graciously saved Pürana, the 
heretics teacher, from his deadiy illness called vişücikâ”. 

The -Ur form is also governed by ârkli (runiform inscriptions) or 
ârkân (the rest of Old Turkic) to form the kemel of temporal clauses. 
The following sentence shows it in three different functions, govermed 
by ârkân, gualifying a head referring to time, and govemed by a 
postposition: kalfi mân öyrâ uzun asankilig yolda bodisatvlar yorikinda 
yoriyur ârkân burxan kutiyna katiglanur ugurda kalti alp âr dârigkâ 
tâgir tâg isig özümin âsirkân&sizin titip idalap bo montag sukandig nom 
ârdinig bosgundum tuttum (Suv 395,4-10) “While I was previously 
walking on the bodhisattvas' path along the world-age-long road and at 
a time when I was siriving towards buddhahood I grudgelessly gave up 
my life as, for instance, a valiant man goes to the army, and learned and 
kept this treasure of a süfra which is lovely to such an extent”. 


The -(X)g/7 participle is mostly used in Manich&an sources and found 
also in two Yenisey inscriptions but is not too common in Buddhist 
Uygur. yalirig li yasin tâyri (M 1 25,33) “the goddess of flashing 
lightning” is an instance with an intransitive verb; üz/ütlârig udgurugli, 
köyülüg aigli ymâ köküzüg yarotugli ... tirig öz berigli ... bilgâ bilig 
(M 126,12-17) “wisdom, which awakens the souls, opens the heart, 
brightens up the breast ... gives life” has transitive -(X)g// forms which 
govem objects. In M Ml nr.12 r3 we find a negated -(X)g// form: ü€ yâg 
(thus!) savin simagli ... târs azag nomlaglar “the ... propounders of 
heretic doctrines, who do not contradict the words of the three 
demons”.43 Buddhist examples appecar in Fedakâr 135 (Sogdian script) 
and e.g. in Vimala 1080 and 1081.44 Kâğgarı f0l.582-3 lists a number 


fast; the Tarama Sözlüğü also confuses the semantically and syntactically distinct 
Ottoman verbs yâ/dür- and yeldir-. See section 4.612 for the frame sentence. 

473 This fragment in Manichean script (WilkKatMan nr. 127) must be rather late, as it 
confuses voiced and unvoiced consonants (e.g. yâg for yâk, b(â)grü for bâkrü “firm”, 
toturu for tod-ur-u “to satiate”) and has some other errors. 

474 Some further examples: okigli üntâgli tâyri “the calling god”, buzugli artatigli 
“destroying? (ms. TI D 200 in then. to TT V A 23); üzüldâdi /ol/ mâyü ol tegli bitiglâr 
(At VII 1952) “writings saying ”it is perishable” or “it is eternal”, adarika tusugli 
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of participles, then says that all are negated like /ogra-ma-dadi and 
yüklâ-mâ-dâci and adds that, “in another dialect they say /ogra-ma-gli 
and yüklü-mâ-gli”. The -(X)glI form was still in use in Middle Turkic 
(Ata 2002: 88).47 

Substantivized -(X)g// forms refer to the subject of the action, e.g., kisi 
ât'özin bulugli antag ol... ü€ yavlak yolka tüsügli anda ol “Those who 
attain human bodies are like ... (but) those who fall into the three evil 
cigay bolup... barigli ölügli üküs “those who come together again under 
cased circumstances are few; those who become poor, leave and die are 
numerous” (TT VI 314-5). The sentence üküs finliglar barip ölügli 
“many creatures go there and die” in KP 26,7 is similar, but here the 
-(X)gll form is predicative.*6 Im fana muna yoriglilar bar (Maitr 
165v23) “there are people who live unaware of what they say and do” 
(and in another instance in Maitr 83v29) we find the form in the plural. 
ikintli/ kâliglika tayak berglâyl mân “To the one coming second 1 will 
give the staff” (DreiPrinz 28) and iciglikâ yarasi sâviglig bolur 
(Zieme Wind 42) “it becomes agrecable to whoever drinks it” are among 
the rare examples of the -(X)g// suffix with an obligue case form. 

The phrases âdgü ögli “well thinking, kind, compassionate”, ayig ögli 
“evil meaning (person), enemy? and köni tüz fuyugli “he who senses 
rightly and evenly” are lexicalised and are used unusualIy often, e.g. in 
KP and Maitr. This is why we find âdgü ö-glilârim “my friends? or, in 
Suv, ayig or âdgü öglitkâ, ögli-lârskâ, öglitm and öglitsin; similarly 
with the third phrase. The UW (353-355) treats âdgü ögli asa 
lexicalised phrase, mentioning that F.W.K. Müller already pointed out 
that it was a loan translation from a Sogdian term lexicalised already in 
that language. ögli is the only -(X)g// form attested in the Hami ms. of 
Maitr; where the Sângim ms. has such forms they are, in the Hami ms., 
replaced by -d4dI or -gUdl forms. 


bursan “the congregation meeting the master? (Ht III 377), bodisavtnin kâlgüsin küdügli 
ketumati kânt ulustaki bodun bukun (Maitr 14615) “the population of Ketumati, which 
was expecting the arrival of the bodhisattva'. tüz tuyugli is a common attributive phrase 
for Buddha, e.g. in Maitr 197r4. In TT VI 153 yokug biligli “a person knowing 
nothingness” is, in half of the ms., replaced by yokug bilir. 

475 In OTWE a form ending in -(WgiXg (< -(X)g41Xg) and functioning a bit like a 
participle is documented; though it may live on in Turkish -(7)/7, it does not seem to be 
the source of the Middle Turkic forms. 

476 In the n. to this passage, Hamilton states that this participle refers to actions 
reoccurring constantly. Such an interpretation is possible for many of the examples, but 
not, e.g., fortheoneinTT VI 314-5. 
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-(X)glI participles generally have intra-terminal meaning. The only 
darmaguptaki ... baxSimizni kiyilti âsidip “last year (we) heard from the 
messenger coming from India that our ... teacher Dharmaguptaka had 
died” (Ht VII 1913), where the time reference is past and the messenger 
must have given the news after he arrived: £â/-ig/i should therefore here 
have post-terminal meaning, unless there is reference to regular 
messenger service; the meaning should then not be “the messenger who 
came from India” but “the messenger who comes from India; this 
would be possible even if it were not the same person every time. 

The -(X)g/I participle is obsolete in inscriptional Turkic, where we 
only have the clearly petrified âr-kli*7 “being: In yuyka ârkli tupulgali 
ucuz ârmis; yinögâ ârklig üzgâli ucuz (Tuü 13) “It is easy to pierce what 
is thin, they say, and casy to break what is fine”. The form ör-klitg just 
guoted shows that ârkli is also a participle and not a converb. Nor had 
it, at that stage, become a postposition as yet, since postpositions do not 
feature participant case morphology.*85 Im other examples guoted in 
section 4.633, âirkli is added to - Ur participles from intransitive verbs to 
form an analytical temporal adjunct describing resultative states. What I 
here, following Tekin 1968, read as ârkli is spelled as rekL1, Its 
accusative form as r“k1”g”. Thomsen and Gabain had read it as “ârikli”. 
Schulz 1978: 192-205 attacked both readings and the connection with 
the participle suffix -(X)g//; he instead suggested reading the form as 
'ârkâli” (following Aalto, an editor of the Tufi inscription) and deriving 
the suffix both of this and of ârkân from some mysterious element “-kâ” 
or “-gâ” which he was unable to explain. kg”, again, was considered 
to be some remnant of unexplained archaic morphology. One of 
Schulz?'s motives for this proposal, that the participle clearly has a /g/ 
(as shown in the spelling with Manich&an letters in Xw 117; 1.127 of 
the relevant ms.) while ârkli is spelled with k/, is not so serious; cf. 
footn.477. The central argument for his attack is the fact that the âörkli 


477 In runiform inscriptions /g/ may be spelled with k! / k? after /r | n/ to show that it is 
a stop in this position. For this contact between the two elements to take place, the onset 
vowel of the suffix must first have been elided, which it does not do e.g. in the form 
berigli guoted above, nor in âr-igli in an Uygur example mentioned below. There is no 
phonotactic reason why it shouldn”t, especialIy if the velar in ârkli is not only a stop but 
also voiceless (that it should, in other words, be assigned to the phoneme /k/), as /rk/ isa 
cluster well-attested in syllable-final position. See also pp. 78 and 121. 

478 Adjuncts, including postpositions, do get instrumental and eguative case suffixes in 
a$nutda, azutda, öyitn and birlâtn, dealt with in section 3.3. These suffixes serve to 
make the adverbial status of these elements explicit, however, and do not assign 
participant tasks to them. 
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constructions are adjunct clauses whereas -(X)g// forms participles 
which never serve as adjuncts. I would not consider this to be a serious 
problem cither (beside the fact that the Tuü inscription twice uses ârkli 
as headless participle, once in the accusative case): Forms of the copula 
in many languages develop special uses, Turkish o/-arak “as? being one 
example for such a special use. Translating ârkli with the German and 
English participle forms “selend” and “being” will easily show that the 
participles of these languages can also be used in “absolute” manner, i.e. 
as adjuncts. All this could egually hold for Uygur ârkân, prominent in 
Schulz's argumentation, which OTWF 383 had considered to be a 
remnant of the -g4n participle obsolete in most of Old Turkic though so 
active in the modern languages:*? There, again, it would only be 
normal for an obsolete form to have survived in the copula, and with an 
aberrant function. The reading of the Tu instances of ârkli and their 
interpretation as participles is unproblematic on the one hand, and 
cannot, on the other hand, be separated from the other inscriptional 
instances spelled in this way. T. Tekin's understanding of the forms 
must therefore be correct. 

In the following example the -(X)g/7 form has been taken to gualify a 
head which is not a subject, something for which I have found no 
parallel: bögü xan kântü fJdindarflar ârigli kuvraggaru kâlti, 
dlefndarlar/ka) söküdüp ... (TT WI 34), translated “Bögü Çan kam 
seinerseits zu der Versammlung, wo die Elekten waren, und vor den 
Elekten auf die Knie fallend ...”. /dindar/lar may, however, be a wrong 
conjecture;19 it seems likelier to me that we might have had the same 
construction as in Orkhon Turkic, with an - Ur participle before ârigli — 
ârkli, giving “B. khan came towards the assembly himself being 
ladjectivel|, knelt (before| the electand...”. Note, on the other hand, that 
this is a Manich&an text and that the use of the aorist to gualify 
circumstantial heads is also a Manich&an characteristic. 


The participle suffix -d4€ is in runiform sources spelled with t' / € in 
öltâdi and kâltâdi, in both cases because of the /1/. Im Manich&an 
sources T appears in bosuntaci, kurtultali, tapintai, sakintadi, kiltadı, 
bertâci, but also in kömüstâci in fragmentary context; on the other hand 


47 The etymology suggested for örkân by Erdal 1991 was severely criticised by 
Johanson 1994 but adopted by Johanson 1996: 91, subseguentiy to be rejected again 
(oral communication). It may, instead, come from *ârür kân, with a particle discussed 
in section 3.341, in case the temporal suffix -m4zkAn dealt with in section 4.633 is 
formed with this particle. 

480 The editors mark the / as well as uncertain. 
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we find /âgürdâci in M 1 26,17-18. This list excludes the late Pothi 
book and TT IX, which do not follow the early rule of spelling suffix- 
onset /d/ as T after /rln/.1 have come across one (adnominal) -d4Ğ/ 
form also in the (runiform) Yenisey inscriptions, in YE 28,9: altun Soya 
yis kâyiki arigil tasgil; atdaği Upa Barsim adrilu bardi “Oh animals of 
the wooded mountain of Soya, multiply and flow over; my hunting Upa 
Bars has died”. This instance is clearly imperfective although it refers to 
the past. In the Orkhon inscriptions, -d4d serves in positive finite verb 
phrases with future meaning (see section 3.26). That group of sources 
also shows this form in participial function with present or future 
reference, e.g. in öltâci bodunug tirgürü igittim (KT E29, BO E 23) “I 
revived a dying nation (or “a nation about to die”) and took care of it”. 
Nominalised, küs öltâci anta tirildi “Many who were about to die were 
saved there” (BO E 31). The instance in eki üc biy sümüz kâltâdimiz bar 
mu nâ (Tu 14) can, in its context, refer cither to the present or the 
future; it should mean “We presumabliy have two to three thousand 
soldiers, including the ones who are coming / about to come”. 

The KT and BO instances just guoted show clearly that Orkhon 
Turkic -d4d forms are not factive; their use differs from that of 
inscriptional -sX£ participles (section 3.284) in that the former gualify 
or refer to subjects (in accordance with the normal behaviour of the 
other imperfective participles), the latter to all other participants in the 
action but not to subjects. 

In Classical and Late Uygur as well as in Çarakhanid, the -dAĞ suffix 
forms present participles, replacing the participle suffixes mentioned 
above, most of which are typical for pre-classical sources: bo nom 
ârdinig bosguntadi tutdadi tört törlüg terin kuvrag (Suv 423,16), e.g., is 
“the four types of communities which believe in this jewel of a doctrine 
and adhere to it”. /w/fali is attested also in the OB. Further examples are 
olordaği (U 1 15), turkaru katiglandaği bodisatv “the bodhisattva who is 
continuousily exerting himself? (U I 17,3). In Uygur, the negative 
counterpart of participial -dAĞ is -mAdAcdI, e.g. /sizlni ayamadadi 
agirlamadaldi yokj (At V 42) “There is nobody who does not honour 
yow. Similarly, sövmâdâci idi yok “there is nobody who doesn't love? 
in Suv 579,12, nomlarnin asilmakin koramakin körmâdâi “he who 
does not see the increase and the decrease of the teachings? in 245,17.A 
-mMAdAĞI form in adnominal use: /#ugmak ölmâk sansar iintâ 
tâgzintürdâci, âmgâklig tâgzinödin tasgaru idmadaği igid âzüg 
adkangular “the deceitful and false bonds which make (the creatures) 
revolve in the samsâra of birth and death and do not let them out from 
the whirlpool of suffering? (Suv 305,1). Further examples are 
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bolmadadi in BT TI 667 and 1030, itürmâdâdi “he who does not lose” in 
BTII 718 or üzmâdâi kâsmâdâği in BT VIMB 253; timeless (i.e. 
presentive) -mAdAĞI forms are very common in Uygur. While finite 
-dAcI, which refers to the future, often had -m4AĞ/ as negative 
counterpart, there is no evidence for -mAĞJ as present participle suffix. 
ât'özüg talgokladadi tamu (BT 11 551-2) is the hell where the devils 
employed there nail a person's body onto things. The head of this 
relativisation therefore represents the place of action; the expression 
could also be understood to say that this is the “hell which nails bodies 
(onto objects)” if there is no other documentation for heads of -d4Ğl 
referring to place. /amu is, however, unlikely to be the subject. 

UW 404 lists numerous examples of verb phrases in -d4d ârür / 
ârmâz, -dAĞI ârti, -dAĞI ârmis, -dAdI ârsâr, -dAĞI ârip and -dAĞI 
ârmâdin as if these were analytical constructions. The meanings of 
these seguences can, however, generally be distinguished from the 
corresponding simple forms: Sew Keyfâ ulati bâglâr közgâsdâğı, 
kördâdi, uziklarig ornatdai ârdilâr (At VW 1507), e.g., should not, 
presumabiy, be translated as “Xiao Jing ... und die übrigen Begs 
revidierten und prüften |den TextJ und plazierten die Zeichen ...” but 
“The lords Xiao Jing etc. were in charge of collating and controlling, 
(the text) and placing the letters”: The formulation describes the 
division of labor and is not identical to the description of processes. 
Similarly anin öz âf'özlârin ölörgökâ bolar sizin ütüyüzni âriginizni 
ârttâdi ârürlâr (TT VU N 10), which Hartmann and Mauwe in their 
reedition (Mâtr 78) translate as “darum übertreten |die Toren| Eure 
Anweisung, dadurch, daB sie sich selbst töten”. What is presumabiy 
meant is not a characterisation of acts, but a characterisation ofa set of 
people committing these acts as sinners. 


-gAn has wide-ranging and highly important functions in modem 
Turkic languages but was rather obsolescent in Old Turkic. It is dealt 
with in detail in OTWEF section 3.324, as a number of -g4n forms got 
lexicalised; cf. also section 3.113 above: Some of the instances 
mentioned there may in fact belong here. OTWF 386-387 also refers to 
a number of -gAn forms, both in Old Uygur and in Çarakhanid, which 
are used asa part of the verbal system, as a habitual participle; we 
especially note the seguence -g4n bo/-. Kâğgarı says that the form 
denotes duration, continuity, habituality and/or freguent occurrence of 
an action; this is also how he translates the numerous examples which 
he mentions. Kâğgarr's -gAn forms govern direct and indirect objects 
guite freely, although the fact that he lists the instances at all must have 
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meant that he thought the form belonged to the lexicon and not to 
inflexion; all of them refer to the subject of the verb. Some of the Uygur 
examples (such as were edited in TT VII and ETŞ, e.g. 12,6 or 30,9-10) 
are late but kalin kuvragag yet<i>gân uduzgan buyruklar “the 
commanders leading the dense crowd? (MaitrH XVI 9r28-29), e.g., is 
guite carly and also shows the forms to have verbal government. In 
atamniy maya ülü$tâ tâggân Taysanydaki ... borlukta “in the vineyard in 
T., which I got as my share from the inheritance of my father?, which 
appcars in a late legal document (SUK Sa11,3), the form is not habitual, 
i.e. it does not describe any guality of its subject, but is used as perfect 
participle. Another late economical document again has -gAn in perfect 
use, gualifying the verb's object: inâlinin sayka kudgan üc /kfüri ü'rni 
.. altim “1 have received three bushels of millet which Imâği poured into 
the bam” (SUK Mi15,2). 

-gAn apparently came to refer to the action in the aberrant dialect of 
the fragments in Sogdian script: We find / ketârin kim /...JK ölgândâ 
kurtul/ (Fedakâr 415), where *dA is caused by verbal government: The 
meaning may have been “do away with ..., so that (we, they etc.) may 
be saved from dying”. In this instance, -g4n is neither perfective nor 
future, in agreement with its other uses. 


Negative adnominal participles from the forms mentioned appcar to 
have been rare: With -(XW)gm4 and -g4n none appear to be attested. 
Adnominal -m14z is, of course, attested already in the KT inscription 
and -m4-g// in an early Manich&an source but “normal? Uygur 
apparently did not make active use of these forms in the agentive 
domain. What became more and more normal was -mAdAĞI; -mAksXz 
(dealt with in OTWEF 3.329) appears to have been used extensively as 
habitual negative imperfective participle at the classical and post- 
classical stage. It had free verbal government; a majority of the 
instances appcars to have been created for the passages in which they 
occur, i.e not to be lexicalised. -m4AksXz was often formed from 
secondary stems, including the passive; this is why it did not need to 
gualify its object: When the head was an object, the attributive verb 
form was derived from the passive counterpart. 


The formation with -gUdl consists of *c/ added to -gU (section 3.284 
below). It can be negated with -m4-: köni kertü sözlümâgüdi kisi alku 
tamularnin ülüsi bolur “The fate of a person who does not say the truth 
is (to suffer in) all the hells? (DKPAMPb 279-80, alternating with 
âzüglâgüci “telling lies” in 1.281); adasin esin mfâ)n tep tilin sözlâf/p/ 
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sözlümisdâ kilmadin utru sâvin& ultli) bilmâgüdi bolsar ... (UIW D 64) 
“(Whoever) says “I am your friend and companion? with his tongue but 
does not act in accordance with his words and is ungrateful, ...;45! #suy 
ayig kilin kilip ökünc köyül öritmâgücilâr (MaitrH XXII 9v2) “those 
who have committed sins and have not repented”. The form can govem 
converbs, as in the example guoted last. Both &öni kertü sözlümâgüci 
and sâvind utli bilmâgüdi are presumably meant to denote character 
kâyikdi ânydi tuzakdi boltumuz ârsâr, tori ivgali kusi edârci, ulugma, 
bagrin yorigma tinl(i)lglarig ölürgüli boltumuz ârsâr, it âtin satguli 
boltumuz ârsâr, acakram yilan ölürgüi boltumuz ârsâr, uu üntürgücdi 
yaddi boltumuz ârsâr, ftinligjlarig kinagui bukaguci boltumuz ârsâr, 
...82 “If we have been hunters of wild boars, fishermen, wild game 
hunters, trappers, if we have been netters, bird-snarers, wild-fowlers or 
trackers who kill flying and crawling creatures, if we have been sellers 
of dog meat, if we have been killers of boa snakes, if we have been 
snake charmers or rain-stone magicians, if we have been jailers who 
torture people, ...”. On the other hand we note in this passage that, from 
the actionality point of view, -gUd is the verbal counterpart of tc; 
both denote professions or people's characteristics: None of the eleven 
-gUĞl forms guoted refers to an event, as verb forms are expected to do; 
all characterize people by their occupations, by social position, by 
recurrent behaviour or by psychological traits. By formal 
characteristics, however, this is a participle. The -gUdl forms in KTN 
13 already show this behaviour; they goverm direct objects and refer to 
professionals: bark etgüdi, bâdiz yaratigma bitig ta$ etgüli tabgal 
xagan dikani day sâyün kâlti “There came an architect, (and there also 
came) the sculptor General Chang, the nephew of the Chinese emperor, 
who creates the ornaments”. Being a sculptor was clearly the imperial 
nephew's vocation, whereas bâdiz yaratigma refers to his actual work 
on Köl Tegin”s grave (and “general” is his title). In Uygur we have e.g. 
ot yegüci tinl(i)g (UigPaüc) “a herbivorous creature?. In nominal use: 
kfâjntü bargay tamuka udu eltkây bergüig (M TI 29, nr. 12 r 7) “He 
himself will go to hell and will take the donor after him';in Mill ar. 7 
Ir 5 the king's clothes are washed by an wz yuguci a “master washer”. 
In Kuan 4a a bodhisattva gets the name ün âsidgüğü “the one hearing 


481 The phrase sâvin€ utli bil- “to be grateful? appears also in lines 38 and 57 of the 
same passage and sâvindsiz is “ungrateful. 

482 A very similar confession in U Il 84-85 adds two further -gU&/ forms, among them 
another one with direct object: ömgâtgüli boltum ârsâr, kisi ölürgüli cantal boltum 
ârsâr “ifl became a torturer, ifl became an executioner killing people”. 
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voices”. When Bögü Xan decides to adopt Manich&ism for his people 
the Uygurs, he appoints some persons to the administrative position of 
favratguci (TT U,ı 93): They get the task of urging the population to 
carry out pious deeds. Here is an egually agentive instance with direct 
object: kayu nomöilar bo altun öylüg yla)rok yaltriklig kopda kötrülmis 
nom ârdinig nomlaguci ârsâr ... (Suv 474,1) “Whichever preachers 
occupy themselves with preaching this golden, radiant all-surpassing 
jewel ofatext...”. Persons involved in transactions are also referred to 
with -gUdl forms: algulika bergütikâ ayitip (ActeOuig 35,18) signifies 
“asking the buyer and the seller? and dcamlaguli kisi korlug bolzun 
(SUK Sa 12,15, 16,15 and 28,22) “The person lodging an objection 
shall bear the indemnities”. 

Occasionally -gU&/ forms gualify their object, thus no longer being 
agentive: samtso adari kâlürgüi burxanlar bitiglâr (Ht VU 1119) “the 
Buddha figures and books which Xuantsang brought along”. The 
Manich&an instance kuncuylar taysilar baslaguli /uflug kitig kam(a)g 
bodun (TT TI 64) “the whole nation, both big and small, led by 
princesses and princes?” is especially early. The Suv has many such 
examples: o/ künki biziy asda ölürgüli ud koyn toyuz baslap tinliglar 
(Suv 6,13) “creatures, mainly bovines, sheep and pork, which we 
slaughtered on that day at our meal”. #ükâl bilgâ ((â)yri ((âdyrisi burxan 
y(a)rlikagucü bo bodi tegmâ yorik (Suv 379,9) “this path called bodhi 
which Buddha, the perfectly wise god of gods, teaches / taught”; birök 
eliglâr xanlar k(a)lti t(âlyrim siz y(a)rlikagudi bo törödâ âvrilip ... bo 
nom ârdinig âSidsârlâr (Suv 423,13; similarly 436,21) “if kings and 
rulers should, however, live according to the teaching which you, my 
lord, propound (8 yarlikaguci), and... listen to this jewel of a doctrine”. 
Another -gUdl form gualifying the verb's object appears ina Mz (i.e. 
carlier) ms. version of Suv 189,13 but is replaced by the -d44 form in 
the much later Petersburg ms. These instances do not refer to persons 
by their occupations or characteristic behaviour, as agentive -gUdl 
forms do. 


3.283. Perfect participles 

Perfect participles gualify or refer to their direct or indirect objects, to 
other participants in the event or to entities describing circumstances; 
even more often, they refer to actions or to states. They can also, like 
the imperfect participles, gualify nominals referring to subjects or 
themselves refer to subjects of actions. They appcar to be always 
factive. Cf. the beginning of section 3.282 for more details. 


294 CHAPTER THREE 


The perfect participle suffixes are -m1s, -dOk and -yOk; positive -dOk 
is used mainly in runiform and Manich&an sources while -yOk is never 
used in those sources. Suffixes of these shapes appcar also as finite verb 
forms, but the uses and meanings of the finite forms and of the perfect 
participles are different and not to be confused. -dOk does not in Old 
Turkic appear in finite use (as we shall show below) in its positive form 
but only as negative -madOk; this latter is the negative counterpart of 
both finite and infinite -74/$ in carlier Old Turkic texts: -m74m/$ comes 
up only in late Uygur. While finite -m/$ (and with it finite -m4dOk) 
express evidentiality and mirativity, the perfect participles in -dOk / 
-mAdOk and -m1$ (as well as the late -m4m1/$) never have this content. 
Finite -yOk is vividiy post-terminal, implying the speaker's direct 
observation of an event (whereas the use of finite -77/$ involves autopsy 
only if the speaker is using it as a mirative, then referring not to an 
event but to a state). The meaning of infinite -yOk does not seem to 
differ much from infinite -m/$, on the other hand, and that of infinite 
-mAyOk not much from infinite -14dOk. 

In the perfect domain, the carliest Old Turkic (including Orkhon 
Turkic, the Uygur kaganate inscriptions and most Manich&an texts) 
differs from the rest of the corpus: In the Orkhon inscriptions, -71/$ (or 
-mis, as it is spelled there) mainly gualifies or refers to subjects, while 
-dOk appears in the inscriptions and in most Manich&an sources when 
the head refers to participators other than the subject (e.g. the direct or 
indirect object) or to circumstances (e.g. the time of the event). -m4- 
dOk is well documented in all manner of Uygur texts as readily 
gualifying subjects as well as non-subjects; e.g. in arimadok isuy 
irindülârim (TT IW B50) “my unpurified sins” where the head is subject 
and /âyri unamadok avindu “a pleasure woman not approved of by 
heaven” from the IrgB*8 or körmâdök esidmâdök savlarig kördüm tep 
tedimiz (MaitrH XX 14r5) “We said (about some) matters that we had 
seen (them although we) had neither seen (them) nor heard about 
(them)?, where the head is direct object. 

In Orkhon Turkic, -4Ok is spelled with t! or t after stems ending in /1 
n / such as kazgan-, olor-, yayil-, yazin-, ber- but never after ones 
ending in other consonants or vowels; this apparently shows that /d/ 
was realised as a stop after the sonants. This distribution appcars to 
have been retained in Manich&an texts, which write -rOk with stems 


483 T.Tekin 1997: 6 takes fâyri unamadok to be a sentence by itself, which he 
translates as “Heaven was apparentiy not pleased with it”. This is not acceptable because 
the “it which he introduces into his translation would have to refer forwards to avindu; 
however, Old Turkic zero reference points backwards, not forwards. 
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such as bol-, âmgân-, ârksin-, kargan-, tâgin-, ör-, ür-, âr-, kurtgar-, 
azgur-, kör- and turgur-. When a -dOk form is used not for gualifying a 
nominal but itself serves for reference and when it refers to an entity 
other than the subject, reference to this latter can appcar in a possessive 
suffix added to it. This is by no means obligatory as it is in Turkish, 
however, and the -dOk form does appcar without possessive suffix 
when the hearer or reader is expected to know the identity of the subject 
in some other way. 

In section 4.622 we guote some examples of (positive) -dOk forms 
used as direct objects; most of them appear in Manich&an texts, but 
there is, e.g., an instance of âr-döktin “its being (acc.) in a rather late 
letter. This may not be an archaic trait in that case; rather, âr-dök from 
âr- “to be” appears — as in Turkmen — to have developed a life of its 
own, independent of that of the suffix itself. If the literal source of 
ârdök tâg, corresponding to the common Buddhist term Skt. /afhatâ 
“thus-ness?, is “like what is”, this would mean that ördök here refers to 
the subject of âr-. In a Buddhist text we have a headless -dOk form 
referring to the object of the subordinated verb and serving as subject of 
the whole sentence: ogri tep tedöküyüz nâgü ol (KP 59,5) “What is that 
which you have called a thief?”. A further such instance is guoted in 
section 4.621. In kâltöküm bo tep ötünti “He said “These are (the 
circumstances of) my coming”, on the other hand, the -dOk form, which 
serves as topic in a nominal sentence, appcars to refer to circumstances 
(the same Buddhist text Just guoted, KP 60). We also have -4Ok forms 
in obligue cases: An inscriptional example (with 1“ person possessive 
and the instrumental case) is bi/fökümün ödökümün bunda bitig bitidim 
(KÖ S 2) “I wrote all this text based on what I know and remember”. 
aydokinda kertü bolur ârti “it used to come true according to what he 
said” (M II nr.13 I v3) and yarlikadokumda “according to what | 
ordered” (ms. U 311 b v4, Wilkens 103) are both from Manich&an 
sources. Then we have -dOk forms governed by postpositions and 
relational nouns: #wdokumuzda bârü “since we kept” (Xw 148) is, 
again, Manich&an. Burgucan Alp tarxan bâg elântök ârksintök ugurinta 
(M 127,10) “on the occasion of the coming to power of the lord B.A. 
tarxan” could in principle be analysed in two ways: Either, as happens 
in many modem Turkic languages, the possessive suffix in ugurtintta 
refers to the subject of the adnominal participle, which does not itself 
inflect for subject but transfers that onto ugur “occasion?, the head of 
the construction. Alternately (and I think correctly), veg(w)rinta is taken 
to be part of the relational noun construction (sce section 4.22); the 
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-dOk forms themselves are then understood to refer to the action and 
not to the event”s circumstance. 

In if ürdöki kus üni... âstilmâz “No barking of dogs and no sound of 
birds is heard....?” (MI nr.32 rl) or bo kargantokin, alkantokin, 
kâyrâstökin yöntüstökin bilmâz kisi tâk sögü$€ü oyunda sakanur “An 
ignorant person takes this cursing and guarreling of theirs to be just 
scolding and play? (M109,16-18), the -dOk forms refer to the action; as 
the contexts show, the 3" person singular possessive suffixes refer to 
plural subjects. In a Maitr instance guoted on p. 484 below, we find the 
instance sakintoklari ücün, where subject plurality is taken into account. 
The possessive suffix can also be wholly absent with -4Ok forms used 
as perfect participles, if the context makes this reference superfluous, 
even if the verb is not impersonal; e.g. yarok kâlip tünârigig yaydok 
ücün (M İl nr.I,IV v3) “because light came and dispersed darkness”: 
The -dOk form is often governed by ücün with the meaning “because”. 
In the -dOkln üdün phrase (discussed in section 4.635), intransitive 
verbs appcar as freely as transitive ones. The locative of the -4Ok form 
rather commonly serves as a common temporal converb (see section 
4.633); it can also be governed by temporal postpositions such as bârü 
“since” or kesrâ and ken “after. In Manichacan sources, the 
instrumental form (added to -/Ok with possessive suffix) supplies 
“reasons? for the main clause, e.g. azgurdokin “because he led (our 
senses) astray? (Xw 19) or kop yerdâ aig âmgâk körtökin “because 
they suffered bitter torments everywhere”. 

Tekin 1997 guotes instances of -dOk and -m4dOk found in the 
runiform inscriptions and further deals with the etymology of this suffix 
and with its real or assumed finite uses. 


-ml$ forms are generally subject participles in Orkhon Turkic, whereas 
-dOk forms serve as perfect-domain non-subject participles of that 
dialect (as of Turkish). -m/$, which also serves the expression of 
indirective status (section 3.27), is often spelled with s? (not $ or s')48 
in Orkhon Turkic: More in some texts than in others; the BO inseription 
often changes -m/s forms of its source, the KT inseription, to -m/$ 
without changing much else in the passages, and inscriptions of the 
Uygur Steppe Empire write -m1/5 even more often. These fluctuations do 
not specifically concer this particular suffix but are related to the 
spelling and pronunciation of Orkhon Turkic /$/ in general; 


484 Yenisey inseriptions have both 3! and $, but Orkhon Turkic uses the character 
serving as £ in the Yenisey inscriptions both in front and back contexts. 
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nevertheless, one gets the impression that /$/ surfaces as s a bit more 
often in this suffix than elsewhere. 


In Uygur as distinct from Orkhon Turkic, -m/$ forms refer to non- 
subjects more often than to subjects. Examples for adnominal 
inscriptional -71/$ participles are elsirâmi$ kagansiramis bodun (KT 
E13) “the people who lost state and ruler”485 and igidmi$ kagan (BO N6) 
who stayed there? (KT S9; similar expression in Tufi 4) the verb form 
itself refers to the subject. #âgmis in türk bodun kfilingalfi, türk kagan 
olorgali Santun balikka taloy ögüzkâ tâgmis yok ârmiğ (Tuü 18; there is 
a similar passage in Tufi 47) can be understood in participial use, giving 
the meaning “Since the Türk people came into existence and since a 
Türk ruler gained power there it is said that nobody had reached the 
town(s) of Shantung or the sea”. Another possibility (cf. T.Tekin 1968: 
179) is that it isto be understood as action noun: “... itis saidthatit (Le. 
the Türk people; or “he”, i.e. the Türk kagan) had never reached ...”. The 
latter possibility is supported by the same construction appearing in 
Fedakâr 239: ol üdün ulu$ üzâ burxan tisi len/mis*© yok ârti; bolar 
yalyoklar tümân türlüg ömgâk âmgânip ... “At that time the buddha 
Tişya had not yet descended upon the people; these persons were 
suffering a myriad sorts of suffering and ...>. There is one clear Orkhon 
Turkic example for -m/$ in non-subject use: kayimiz âdimiz kazganmi$ 
bodun (KT E26; BO E22). Tekin takes this passage to signify “the 
people who were congucred by our father and uncle”; however, the 
Türk people, who are here being referred to, were hardiy conguered by 
Köl Tegin's father and uncle but rather were conguerors together with 
them. It might just be possible, therefore, that the -m1/5 forms here also 
gualify their subject, the nominatives kayimiz âğimiz standing for 
comitative content. Had it not been for this example, the Orkhon Turkic 
use of the -m/ participle would have been identical to the Ottoman and 
Turkish one, whereas the Uygur use of -m/s reminds one of the use of 
-gAn in many Non-Oguz languages. The inscriptions of the Uygur 
Steppe Empire keep the use of -m/$ forms within the sphere of subject 
participles. We have, first, the proper name Ozmis (“one who has 
prevailed”) Tegin in SU N9 and Taryat E6 and 9 and the regal name 


485 See section 3.211 for the *s/r4- formation. 

486 The string MYS appears at the beginning of a line and the end of the previous one is 
tom away with about three letters missing; the editor's /(a)ysinmi$ makes no sense. 
Tişya, the name of a previous buddha, has already appeared several times in Uygur texts 
as fiSİ. 
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Tânyridâ Bolmis (“born in heaven”) E/ Etmi$ (“who has organised the 
people”) Bilgâ (or Uygur) kagan in SU NI, Taryat S6 and WI and 6 
guoted above from the Orkhon inscriptions and appears to signify “that 
part of the nation which remained there”. 

In Classical Uygur, -dOk is not used as positive non-subject perfect 
participle; the whole perfect domain is covered by -1/$. -mls and -dOk 
enter into complementary distribution in that -m4dOk serves as 
negative counterpart of -ml/S; -mAmlJ$ appears rarely, and only in very 
late Uygur sources. This is the situation e.g. in the voluminous Suv, 
where there are 11 -/Ok forms all referring to the action and not to any 
participator,*7 26 instances of -m44dOk but, on the other hand, only 3 
instances of -mAmls (all three in 57,13-15, where they are contrasted 
with -m/s forms of the same verbs). Cf. kâlmâdök üdtâ tugar 
tugmaksizin “He will in the future (kâl-mâ-dök üd) be born without 
birth? (BTI D161); kut bulmadok toyinlar (Maitr XXIV Endblatt 13) 
“monks who have not attained salvation”. 

-mİs forms not representing their subject often have possessive 
suffixes referring to the subject, as zaxariya dendarnin ölüm tâginmisi 
(U19,9) “how the priest Zakharias met his death”; kâlmisimizdâ (Ht VU 
2046) “when we came” (literally “at our completed coming”), 
kâmismisinizkâ (Ht VU 2147) “because you have thrown it away”. They 
do not, however, always get the genitive of personal pronouns: anin 
section 3.24 we mentioned an emphatic construction of the shape 
-mls*Im bar which clearly involves -m1s forms used as action nouns. 

Reference to subjects of such action nouns by possessive suffixes is 
baslanur, ... ât'öz kodmis$ üzâ üzülür “this section starts with Xuanzang 
having gone ... to C. and ends with his death”, where the -m/$ forms 
refer to the action. The introduction to another Ht section (Ht VII 9) has 
the same form. bo nom bititmis buyan âdgü kilind “this meritorious decd 
consisting of having had the sü/ra written down?” shows an adnominal 
action noun in -m/$. In fegin alkuni taplamadı, tâk taloy ögüzkâ 
kirmisig tapladi (KP 15,3) “The prince didn't like any (of the other 
ideas presented to him), he only liked going out“ to the sea”, the verb 


487 Another four instances of -dOk which appear in the colophons or in the Buyan 
Âvirmâk section which is a later addition represent the finite -4/7 past in the Ist pers. pl., 
and show that these sections belong to Middle Turkic. The Buyan Âvirmâk has been 
excluded from the material serving as base for this grammar. 

488 Kir- for this meaning is a calgue on a Chinese expression, as shown by Hamilton in 
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is not impersonal either, though the subject of the -m1/$ form is again not 
expressed: The reader understands it to be the same as the subject of the 
main verb. In the sentence o/ bermi$ busida, kilmis âdgü (ki/lineda ötrö 
yarok ftâyril yerin utlisin bultum (M 11 nr.13, 31,3,) “Because of those 
alms which (1) gave and the good deeds which (1) performed | found the 
bright (heavens| as retribution”, reference to the subject is inherited 
from the main verb. In the following example (from Suv 5,8) the 
perfect participle used as action noun is also adnominal but it hasa 
subject, referred to by a possessive suffix on the head: korkmaylar, 
m(â)n amti sizlârkâ tirilmi$ filtagimin sözlüyin “Don't be afraid, let me 
now tell you all why | got resurrected”. ögmiskâ ymâ sâvinmâdin, 
yermiskâ ymâ yerinmâdin ikigükâ barda bir tâg âdgülüg bolurlar 
burxanlar (U VI 73,21), finally, signifies “without being glad when 
somebody praises them nor sorry when somebody criticizes them they, 
the Buddhas, have an egually positive attitude towards both”. F.W.K. 
Müller's translation as “Weder über das Lob freuen sie sich, noch vom 
Tadel fühlen sie sich betroffen” is acceptable because the context lets 
the reader understand Lob and Tadel as action nouns and complete the 
subject of ög- and yer- as “somebody”. It is misleading, however, when 
Gabain 1974: 73 defines -mi$, -mis as “zeitlich indifferentes 
Verbalnomen, aktiven oder passiven Charakters” only because -71/$ 
clauses can gualify both subject and object heads, and wrong when she 
renders ögmis as “Lob” in $122 in the same way as she renders yaymur 
as “Regen” in $123 and /ügün as “Knoten' in Ş$124, asifit werea 
derived lexeme. 

-mls forms are also used as attributive and predicative participles, as 
the two instances in the following sentence: in 0/ yarok yasuk vaZir 
öylüg alkatmis yer ... bes bölükün bölmis ol (BT V 188-191) “That 
bright and shining praised land with diamond appearance is divided into 
five parts”. Note that yer is the object of bö/- but the subject of reversive 
*alkat- “get (oneself) praised?. A number of -m/$ forms from causative 
-(X)1- stems (in later sources replaced by -4X/- stems) are lexicalised: 
No bases are attested for alkatmi$, amratmi$, bayutmis, bulgatmis, 
eritmi$, kargatmis and so forth. olar bo darni sözlümisig umagaylar 
âmgâtgâli (DhâSü 12) “They will be unable to torment somebody who 
has recited this dhâranr. In two attributive examples guoted in the 
previous paragraph from Ml nr.13 the -m/$ forms gualify their 
objects. Predicative participial (and perfect) -m/s presumabiy has to be 
followed by copular ârür or ol, as it would otherwise be confused with 


his note to the passage. 
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evidential -71/5, which is always predicative; the former is dealt with in 
section 3.26, the latter in section 3.27. 


The -yOk form was in use only in Uygur; its suffix is attested with a 
rounded low vowel in Brâhmi script, in TT VMI H5 (ünmâyökiydâ) and 
L18 and 21-22 (both #ükâmâyök). The low vowel is not certain: All the 
Brâhmi examples we have use the suffix after /â/, and this may have 
been a lowering factor.*9 It has a finite use as vivid past, a past with 
relevance for the speaker's present, as discussed in section 3.26. In 
infinite use, however, it merely expresses post-terminal content, 
mirroring the split found in the use of -m/$ between finite and infinite 
use; e.g. bulganyok köyüllüg tinliglar “creatures with confused hearts? 
(Pothi 227-8); #ükâl yazoklug, sinyok daxsaputlug dentar “an utterly 
sinful priest who had broken the precepts” (fr. TI D 200 in then. to TT 
VA23); âdgü tetyök nom “the teaching considered to be good” (Pothi 
108). Negated e.g. övkâ köyül öritmâyök tinlig “a creature which never 
let itself get into an angry frame of mind” (U HI 42,12). In all the 
instances guoted hitherto, the head was the subject of the -yOk form. 
Negated and gualifying the verb?s object, as the negative counterpart of 
-ml$, as it were, we have, e.g.: kilmayok ayig kilindlarig ikilâyü taki 
kilmaz mân (Suv 138,3) “The sins which (1) have not committed till 
now 1 will not commit in the future cither”; £örtüm körmâyök yerig, 
âsiddim âsidmâyök nomug (Ht V 13a3-4) “I have seen places hitherto 
unseen, have heard teachings hitherto unheard'. Nominalised, 
representing the object: kemi siyokin tuta üntüm (KP 54,6) “1 got out 
holding on to a piece of ship debris” (si- “to break — tr.”).*99 

-yOk forms are also used as abstracts; possibiy, only negative verbs 
here occur with this function: The instances sundari kizniy cetavan 
sâyrâmtin kâlmâyökin bilip ... (BT 11210) “leaming that the girl S. had 
not yet arrived from the J. monastery, ...” and özümnüny basgarip 
umayokum ârür (163 of a colophon published in AbiShötan p.76) “this 
isa case of my being unable to suceed” both have possessive suffixes 
referring to the subjects and subjects in the genitive. sav söz ötmâyökkâ 
(Ht VII 2065-66) “because the news had not yet gotten through? has no 
such suffix and the subject is in the nominative; a further instance 
without possessive suffix appcars in Ht V 192. Similarly, bir küp bor 
tâgmâyök üdün (SUK Sa9,6) signifies “because a container of wine has 


489 The suffix is in use in South Siberian Turkic, mostly in the shape -€Xk, and was 
borrowed into Kamas, a Samoyed language spoken in South Siberia, as -yUk. 

490 Concerning this last instance one might consider the possibility that it is a copyist”s 
misreading of si-n-ok; cf. also the passage discussed in OTWEF footn. 271. 
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not arrived”. The following -yOk form is governed by a relational noun, 
tiltaginta alku tinliglar yerip yarsip uzati kargayurlar DKPAMPb 273) 
“Because, due to his deceitful thoughts, he has not been saying the 
truth, all creatures despise him and curse him incessantly?. -m4yOkkA is 
the negative counterpart of causal -m/5k4, -mAyOk tâg of -mls tâg and 
so forth. 


3.284, Projection participles 

The participles with the suffixes -sXk (used in the runiform sources and 
in the Manichean Uygur X“âstvânift), -eU and -sU/Xk (used in all 
other sources) are here called “projection participles” because they are 
used for presenting projections of expectations, evaluations and 
intentions. See the beginning of section 3.282 for general 
considerations. 

The shape of the -sX£ suffix needs some clarification. That it has 
fourfold harmony in the runiform inscriptions follows from the fact that 
kün tugsuk “cast” is spelt with “g in runiform script (Oara Balgasun B7) 
whereas bafsik “west” is spelt with runiform 'g in KT S2 — BO N2 and 
as b't's'ik' in Çara Balgasun B9. Other forms with rounded-vowel 
bases are /0(S)suk in KT S8 and BO N6, olorsukum in Tu 12 and 22, 
ölsükünün and tutsukunun in KT S10 and BO N8, #ugsuk in KT E4 and 
8 and S2, BO E5 and 8 and Ongin 2. In none of these is the vowel of 
the suffix written out explicitly. On the other hand, the suffix is spelled 
with s” in the Tufi 22 and Ongin 2 examples, although their bases are 
olor- and /ug- respectively, as is the suffix of udisikim in Tuü 12 and 
22. Since s” often appears beside /i/ as well as beside front vowels, the 
idea that the suffix was -s/k in the Orkhon texts (as proposed by 
T.Tekin) cannot be wholly ruled out. Rounding is in this suffix actually 
documented first in the Oara Balgasun inscription from the late Uygur 
steppe empire (guoted above), but implicit vowels can nevertheless be 
expected to be cither /A/ or /X/: -sXk therefore remains the form we 
take the suffix to have had. The & - g variation is found also within the 
Xw, whose ms. in Manich&an script uses guite distinct characters for 
the two phonemes. Referring to the lines of that ms. we find ancola-sik 
(222 and 248), olor-suk (246 and 273) on the one hand, a/kan-sig (210), 
kigür-süg (229), sözlümâ-sig (295) and islâmâ-sig (297) on the other. 
The likely explanation for this variation is that the form was no longer 
alive in the language of the person copying it from a source in Uygur 
writing and that he therefore did not know how it was pronounced; this 
is, after all, the only extant Uygur text with this form. Otherwise the 
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ms. confuses velars only very rarely (once *GSWG for ögsük, which 
appcars correctiy elsewehere in the text, and twice S?GYZ for sâkiz).*! 

In one Orkhon Turkic passage repeated in different texts a -sX£ form 
appcars to be used several times in finite use for expressing predictions, 
with reference to the subject in a possessive suffix appended to the form 
itself, see section 3.26 for that. 

Infinite -sX£ either refers to the action or to non-subjects, or gualifies 
non-subject heads. Examples for the first are fün udisikim kâlmâdi, 
küntüz olorsukum kâlmâdi “1 did not feel like sleeping at night nor like 
resting at daytime” (Tuü 12), yayilip ölsüküyün ... bunta urtum “1 set 
down here (how) you will needs err and die” (KT S10), ancdolasik 
k(â)rgâk ârti “it was necessary to give presents” (Xw 176-177) or 
wusanti olorsuk törö “the rule of sitting in fasting” (Xw 175). el tutsuk 
yer “the place to rule the realm (from)? (KT S4) or sözlâmâsig ... söz 
“words which one should not utter? (Xw 198) are examples for forms of 
this formation gualifying non-agent participants. The only -sX£ forms in 
use in other Manich&an texts are the petrified kün tugsuk “east” (e.g. in 
ME 9,1) and kün batsik “west” e.g. in MT 9,3); these two terms 
appcar also in a runiform inscription and were known to Kâğgari as 
weli. 


991 The sentence esig küdüg bersâgim (b”rs”g'm) bar ârmis was read in Ongin 10 in 

Clauson's 1957 reedition, and there translated as “I had a wish to give my services”. 
Tekin 1968 proposed reading ber-sig-im, assigning the form to the suffix discussed 
here. He is right in stating that -s4-(W)g, which Clauson was presumabiy thinking of, is 
highly unlikely here: There is a denominal desiderative suffix *s4- and a deverbal 
desiderative suffix -(X)g1*s4-; -(X)gs4- became -(X)s4- only in Oarakhanid. The 
reading is hardiy correct: All reference to this inscription (including Clauson?s) is based 
on Radloffs work, which is known to have often been untrustworthy in the Old Turkic 
domain; there is no free alternation between voiced and voiceless consonants in any 
Orkhon Turkic text. 
Benzing 1980 suggested that the suffix was originally -sXk but that the phrase kün 
tugsuk “east” etc. was in fact petrified and lexicalised and that the productive forms 
were to be read as -(4)sXk. This was meant to explain why Tufi 22 and Ongin 2 have s” 
in the suffix when added to the stems olor- and /wg-; Schulz 1978: 139 followed his 
teacher in reading the Tu 12 and 22 instances as 'olurasigim' and 'olurasigim' 
respectively. According to Benzing, -(4)sXk then changed to -(4)sXg as first 
documented in the Ongin inscription in the form just guoted, and was the source of the 
Turkish, Tatar etc. future participle in -45/ with possessive suffix, already attested in the 
DLT. The problem with this idea is that the additionally hypothesized vowel is nowhere 
attested in Old Turkic and that it contradicts the facts: /ug-suk in Çara Balgasun B7 
would not have been written with “g if it had been “ug-asik'; nor can kigür-süg in Xw 
167 bereadas kigür-âsig”. 
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In non-inscriptional Old Turkic (except the Xw), the non-factive task of 
-sXk is filled by forms in -gU or -gUx/Xk. There is a single, abstract 
-gU form already in the KT and BO inscriptions (E23 and E19 
respectively): kürâgüyin üdün ... xaganinin ... elinâ ... yavlak kigürtüg 
“Because of your obstinacy / unruliness (körâ-gütytin with agentive 
2" person suffix referring to the Turk nation, and accusative ending as 
demanded by the postposition by which the word is govemed)*? you 
introduced evil into the realm of your emperor”. As bases of -eUdl, 
derivates such as Ölürgücli “killer? or kolguci “beggar?, -gU forms did 
not have projectional meaning cither. -gU/Xk, another composite suffix 
based on -gU, is necessitative; -/X£ appcars to have been added to -gU 
to make this meaning explicit. -gU is negated with -m4- (as is -gUİXK); 
e.g. in uzatmagu (BT V 908), kilmagu kilin& “a act not to be carried out” 
or fünlâ küntüz sakinmagu sakinip ... (1.13 in LeCogChuast pp.27-8 — 
WilkKatMan nr. 421) “by night and by day thinking things which are 
not to be thought”. This is a clear indicator of its belonging to inflexion 
and not word formation. The fact that some -gU forms got lexicalised is 
no counter-argument, as İexicalisation took place with inflected forms 
as well. Nor is the fact that -gU*sXZ is also attested*3 a counter- 
argument: Similar to it we have the egually nominally negated 
-gUlXkt-sXz (OTWEF section 3.312) and -mAkısXz (OTWF section 
3.328) beside the verbally negated -m4-gUlXk and -mA-mAk (a rather 
late and rare form). The difference between the two ways of negation is 
clearest with -mAk, in that -mAksXZ is a full-fledged nominal wherecas 
-mAmAk stays an infinitive. 

The “projection? guality of -gU will be clear from the meaning of, 
e.g., adin bergüm yok üdün (SUK Sa2,2) as “because I have nothing 
else to give”. In the following Uygur instances the form with -gU refers 
to a necessity or an intention: sözlâsgün ârsâr ünüp kâlgil (UigBrief D) 
“I£ you have anything to discuss, come on here”. In #imliglarig 
kutgarguda “when one intends to save living creatures?, the whole -gU 
expression has been put into the locative, the -gU form again referring 
to a projected action; the use of -gUtdA is discussed in section 4.633. 
In the following two sentences the form is the object of a verb of saying 


42 kör-, which editors before Tekin had thought of, much less accords with the 
context even when taken with the meaning “to obey”. I take kürâgü to have been 
lexicalised; the context does not permit projectional -gU here. 

493 There are some examples for this seguence in OTWEF 138; cf. also bo... sövgüsüz 
taplagusuz yarsindig âtöz (Suv 613,2) “this ... disgusting body not to be loved or 
desired?. -gUsXz is not the negative counterpart of -gU/Xk, as stated in Gabain 1974 Ş 
141. 
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and a verb of sensing; alkis basik sözlâgüg, ... amv(a)rd(i)sn kilip 
yigingug ayu y(a)rlikadiniz olarka (Pothi 226-7) “Thou hast 
commanded them to say blessings and hymns, ... to concentrate one's 
mind and meditate?; mayfri bodisaviniyn ... burxan kutin bulgusin ... 
ukar mu siz? “Can you ... grasp that bodhisattva Maitreya is to ... attain 
Buddhadom””. 

In the last-mentioned instance the subject of the -gU form was in the 
genitive, but a construction of the shape -eU*s/ yok has the subject in 
the nominative: ig /oga ketgüsi yok (U 145.4) “It is not expected that the 
illnesses will disappear”; mâniy köyülüm yürâkim /..J sintâdâ öyi ketip 
bargusi yok (TT X 466) “It is |guite| unlikely that my heart should 
abandon you”. siggusi yok ârdi “it could not be expected to fit in? shows 
the same analytical construction with abstract -gU transposed into the 
past. 

Like the ones with -sXX, -gU forms can also refer to or gualify non- 
subject participants: In bergü bulmatin (KP 10,4) “not finding anything 
to give”, e.g., the form refers to the direct object; this is also the task of 
the form sakinmagu “things not to be thought” guoted above, and of the 
form in kilmagu kiline “a deed not to be done”. In ayanclany köyülin 
yüküngü ayaglig atlig kayim mani burxan (Pothi 2) “my respected and 
famous father, the prophet Mani, whom one should worship with a 
reverent mind? it gualifies the indirect object, in engü üdi yagumi$ “the 
time when he is expected to descend is said to be ncaring/, the time 
adjunct. âv in olorgu âv (Ht TI 739) “a house to reside in” is the place 
of the activity referred to in the verb. im TT VA 88-98 we have three 
instances of -gU used adnominaliy to gualify entities which serve as 
instrumenits to the action and a fourth one referring to the action itself; 
alyadturgu sakin€ (TT VA 88) “meditation by which to weaken (the 
demons)?, alyadturgu biligiâr (TT VA 92) “notions for weakening”, 
ulug alyadturgu tamga (TT VA 94) “the great weakening seal” and ulug 
alyadturgu is (TT VA 97) “the business of the great weakening”. 
ornangu (TT1114, M 127,32) and kongu (M 127,35) “dwelling-place” 
are local. A number of examples gualify yo/ “way”, clearly used as 
instrument in the contexts guoted; among them we have ozgu kutrulgu 
yol yinak (Pothi 63) “the way and direction to salvation”, /(â)yri yeriyâ 
bargu ... yol (Pothi 72) “the way by which to go to the land of gods” 
and boSungu yol agtingu Satu bilmâdök üdün (M Tl nr.1 W v14-15) 
“because he knew no way to freedom and no ladder for rising”. In the 
following three instances the -gU form gualifies the means to an end or 
the material, i.e. an instrument: #ükâdi n(i)gosaklarnin suyin yazokin 
öküngü xwastwan(i)vt (Xw 221, ms. B) “The Xw., with which the 
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auditors are to repent their sins, has ended”; kalfi uz kisi uzlangu âd 
bulmasar ... (M 1 17,) “when, e.g., a craftsman does not find the 
material to carry out his craft (with) ...”. 

-gU forms can also be used predicatively, as in bo yertindö yer 
suvdaki tinlig lar birök burxan körkin körü kurtulgu ârsâr ... (UN 
17,26) “If, now, (any) creatures in this world are to be saved by secing 
the figure of Buddha, ...; this is followed by pr(a)tikabut körkin 
kurtulgu tinliglar ârsâr (U VW 17,28) “If they are creatures to be saved 
through the appearance of a pratyeka-buddha, ..., where the -gU form 
is attributive. Similarly sinxadivipka bargu ârsâr suv yolin barmak 
kârgâk siz (HtPar 108r19 guoted in the note to Ht II 1870) “If (you) are 
to go to Ceylon you have to go by sea”. The construction of these two 
sentences, where the subjects are referred to by nominals in the 
nominative case, should be compared to sözlâsgün ârsâr discussed 
above, with the possessive suffix referring to the subject. There, the -gsU 
form was taken to refer to the content of a future discussion; it could 
also refer to the projected event. 

-gU also appcars within the construction in -geU ol referred to in 
section 3.2, which expresses obligation or advice. The analytical form 
-gUCA ârsâr is discussed among the conditional constructions in 
section 4.64. nâgü... bulguda bolsa (SUK Ad3,16) is “whatever one can 
findof...”. 

-gU tâg signifies “suitable for the activity denoted by the verb”: farig 
tarigu tâg âdgü âr karaba$ (ZiemeSklav II 14) *a male slave good for 
working in the field, /apingu fâg kiz karabas (ZiemeSklav II 16) “a 
female slave suitable for service”, kilmagu tâg nâ nâgü is(U 11 54,13) 
“some unsuitable piece of behaviour?. “korkgu fâg yalinlar (MaitrH XX 
1r18) are “frightful flames”; the meaning of korkgu tâg (attested also 
e.g. in TT X 362 and DKPAMPb 81) should be similar to korkinlig 
(formation discussed in OTWEF section 3.311). -gU /âg is also put to 
predicative use: oglanlarimni bulmatin âlvirgü tâg bolur mân (BT X1I 
2,48) “Not finding my children (i.e. ifl didn”t find them) I would be as 
if ina rave”. alimdilarim ma tâlim bolup turgu tâg bolmayin kaip yasip 
.. (SUK Mi19.4) signifies “my creditors also having become numerous 
(the situation) was not suitable for staying around and I fled and hid and 
... From this comes Rabgüzi's use of the phrase -gU fâg furur in the 


44 Gabain reads krgâksiz and translates this as “braucht man nicht”. In view of the fact 
that Ceylon is an island, I have here followed Anderson 2002 Ş 1.1.3 in taking siz not to 
be the privative suffix but the 2” person plural pronoun, on assuption that the Chinese 
text is compatible with this. There is no need to take -gU âr- to be an auxiliary 
construction, as Anderson did in the lecture referred to. 


306 CHAPTER THREE 


meaning “to intend / to be ready to carry out the main action 
(documented in Schinkewitsch 1926: 100). The meaning “suitable for 
doing” appcars to have moved towards “in order to do” in the example 
yetip ikilâyü yanginda yetgü tâg kâlir oglanig (BT XI 2,44) “Til (1) 
get (there) and come back again (someone) could come and might lead 
the children off: The accusative object oglanig is here govered by 
yet-, showing that yeftgü tâg functions as a verb phrase although it is 
also a postpositional phrase. This construction developed further in 
Middle Turkic; Brockelmann 1954; 247-8 gives numerous examples 
from the OB and a great variety of Middle Turkic sources.*5 Cf. also 
the seguence -gU fâg ârmâz expressing impossibility, dealt with in 
section 3.253. 

The seguence -gU/Xk tâg is attested e.g. in M Mil nr.7 Il vl, in igkâ 
yaraguluk tâg yontug aritirda “as one cleans a horse which would be 
suitable for a king'; there are other examples in M Il nr.5 r4. See 
section 4.636 (on final clauses) for the use of the analytical forms -gsU 
ücün and -gU*kA. 


In -gUİXk e.g. in nomumin isidgülük küsü$ (MaitrH XV 2v1) “the wish 
to hear my teaching”, it seems as if the suffix -/X£ (described on p.147 
above) has kept its meaning, as the wish is directed, as it were, towards 
future hearing activity. kudiki bolguluk savlar (BT 11 232) are “matters 
to be disparaged?, sözlâgülük savlar (BT 1 257) “things one is to say”. 
Manich&an texts also have such forms e.g. 4 times in TT 11,2 41-44. 
-gUlXk forms can be used predicatively, e.g. nâdâ tâylig kalin küdlüg 
yavlak yâk iğkâk bolsarlar, bodisatv uguslug elig bâgniy ân mintin 
âtözintâki bir âvin tüsiyâ ymâ ada tuda tâgürgâli uguluk örmâzlâr (U 
IV A 260) “However numerous, powerful and evil prefas and bhütas 
there might be, they would not be able to do any harm even to a single 
hair on the body of the king of bodhisattva lineage?. Now consider the 
sentence küsüsüm ol ötüngülük / tolp yertindüg yarotdadika (Suv 
372,12)“ “Tt is my wish to pray to him who brightens up the whole 
world”: The -gU/Xk form has here become the predicate of a nominal 
sentence and refers to activities the speaker considers to be desirable, in 
accordance with the function of this fused suffix. In the following 
example, the -gsU/Xk forms, with possessive suffixes referring to the 


495 The seguence subseguentiy fused to give -gUdâg; Brockelmann 1954; 248 guotes 
Nawa'1 as defining it as a special form for expressing conjectures. -gAd4g lives on in 
Tuvan or in Khakas, expressing the same content of “it seems, it looks as if”. 

496 This is a verse passage, whence the unusual word order. Cf. the sentence guoted at 
the end of section 4.8. 
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object of their verbs, themselves refer to the action (bi/- uk-) which is 
expected to be carried out: key yörüg kiltilar. bilgülükin ukgulukin 
ornatu tükâtip ... (Ht VM1 72) “They set forth a detailed commentary. 
Having finished to determine how they (i.e. the teachings) were to be 
understood, ...”. The same can be said of the following example, which 
even has a 2'İ person possessive suffix: udumbar dâdâk tâg alp 
tusgulukuyuz üzâ taylancig ârür siz (Suv 654,5) “You are marvellous 
by being as difficult to come by as the udumbara flower. 

Section 3.312 in OTWEF deals with the composite suffix -gU/XKksXZ, 
the formation there being called “the negative modal obligu&. Its 
content should not be confused with that of -mAgUlXk (attested e.g. in 
HtsPar 14 r22 and Suv 6711,17): When used predicatively, the latter 
expresses the speaker/writer's attitude with respect to the non- 
desirability of a proposition, while -sU/XksXz gualifies nominals as 
related to such an attitude on the part of the speaker. 

Orkhon Turkic and Uygur -gU/Xk can form small clauses with 
“difficult” or “easy” as predicate: yuyka kalin bolsar topolguluk alp 
ârmis (Tuü 13) “If thin gets thick it is hard to pierce, they say'; ina 
rather similar phrase, bo inmelun Sasir ârsâr ârtinü târiy alp 
tüpkârgülük ârür (At VU 152) “As for this Ying ming lun Sâsfra, it is 
exceedingiy profound and hard to fathom'. ucuz bulguluk in ol barda 
ucuz bulguluk ol “All that is casy to find (DKPAMPb 358) is 
constructed in the same way as alp tfüpkârgülük of the previous 
example. In #inliglarig ütlâyü âriglâyü alp kutgarguluk üdün “because it 
is difficult to save living beings through advice and admonishment? 
(DKPAMPb 115) we find a similar small clause — again with a/p as 
predicate — governed by the causal postposition or conjunction. 

The projection participles never gualify or refer to subjects, which the 
imperfect participles generally, the perfect participles sometimes do. 
The label of “projection? attached to the forms of this section is to be 
understood as an cither epistemological or volitional orientation 
towards possible future events. kün fugsuk and kün batsik are the 
directions in which one expecis the sun to rise or to set with no volition 
attached; mayiri bodisaviniy ... burxan kutin bulgusi, similarly, refers to 
something expectied to happen in the future. e/ #ufsuk yer on the other 
hand, is the place which the speaker considers to be bes? suited for the 
activity of ruling; olorgu âv a house to reside in, one suwitable for 
residing. sözlümâsig ... söz are words one should not utter, kilmagu 
kilin& something one should not do. bergü is something to give, 
intended for giving. tinlig larig kutgargu refers to the project of saving 
creatures, something one plans to do. 
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3.285. The prospective 

The imminent future form in -g4//r is difficult to classify among the 
parts of speech: It is never found as an attribute, nor ever as the head of 
a nominal phrase and thus is never, in fact, a participle in any narrow 
sense. İt is cither used predicatively with pronominal subject (like 
Turkish -/yor) or governed by postpositions or by örkân “while” (which 
otherwise governs locatives, yok “non-existence? and the aorist). The 
uses of finite -g4A//r (attested in that function also in DLT and OB) are 
discussed in section 3.26. Its most common non-finite use is to be 
governed by ücün, e.g. in koluyalarin âdâddürgâlir bâdütgâlir üğün 
(BTM 77) “in order to let their shoots materialize and grow? or mân ol 
.. köni kertü savig közâdgâlir ücün (U WI 68,31) “so that I might 
document that true statement”. A few sentences before the last 
expression (U II 68,22) the same speaker says agizimtin ünmi$ köni 
kertü savig közâdgâli barayin with the same verb, signifying “Let me 
go to document the true statement which I uttered”; this highlights the 
similarity between the suffixes -g4// and -g4A//r (which perhaps comes 
from -gAl/ ârür). Note that -g4// ücün, -gU üdün and -gUlXk üdün also 
appcar in final clauses, -g4// being the supine suffix and the forms in 
-gU and -gUİXk necessitative participles. In the example öasfani eligig 
.. Siyirgâlir osoglug kilinip (U 1 41) “they behaved as if they were 
about to swallow king C.” we find -g4//r governed by the postposition 
osoglug “similar to”. We further have (Suv 536,14) bo darnig sözlâgâlir 
ârkân “while about to pronounce this dhârani'; another example of 
-gAlIr ârkân is guoted in section 4.633. 


3.286. Converbs 

Converbs are verb forms used adverbially or, especially in the case of 
-(X)p and -(X/pAn, used within a seguel of clauses forming a sentence, 
linked so that their content comes to be understood as coordinative. 
There are two types of exceptions in which we find converbs in 
adnominal use: One is the construction with vowel converb found in 
tik-â kulgak*in “with cocked cars”, discussed below in this section, 
where the whole phrase is adverbial. The other is the use of âr-ip and 
baslap linking two attributive satellites to cach other; see the end of 
section 4.122 for ârip. 

Converbs? subjects are often identical to that of the verb to which 
they are subordinated; when they do have their own subject it appcars 
in the nominative. A third possibility, when no subject is stated, is that 
the clause?'s content is meant to hold for any appropriate entity as 
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subject; a fourth that the subject should be supplied by the addressce or 
reader from out of the context. Thus, when, at the beginning of a letter 
but after the address, we find the sentence adrilgali yirilgâli ârü ârü 
fürj kec bolti (At VT 2064) we know that we have to translate “Bye and 
bye*7 it has become a long time since (you and me) were separated and 
torn apart” although the converbs in -g4// are not accompanied by any 
explicit reference to a subject. 

From the morphological point of view we can classify converb 
suffixes into ones that are opague and such that show, in various 
degrces of transparency, that they come from some other form. Some 
elements bringing verb stems into adverbal function are in fact not mere 
morphological forms but whole phrases, in which nominal verb forms 
are governed by a postposition. We shall here list all converbs and 
discuss their morphological aspect; we start from opague converb 
suffixes, adding their various evident or putative derivates, then 
mention converbial derivates from verbal nominals. The functions and 
syntactic uses to which all these are put are dealt with in section 4.63 
(Clauses as adjuncts”). Adjunct clauses can, in Old Turkic, also be 
formed without resorting to simple or complex converbs, by using 
conjunctions; such structures are not mentioned in the present section. 
The conditional suffix dealt with in section 3.287 is actualiy also a 
converb suffix at least in the runiform inscriptions: We have already, in 
connection with -(Xp, granted that converb clauses can be highiy 
independent syntactically; the -s4r form is a converb in that it has 
neither verbal nor nominal inflexion and is used adverbally. It does, 
however, become increasingiy linked to the category of subject person 
already at a very carly stage and moves towards finite status in the 
course of the development of Old Turkic. 


The most common converb suffix appears to be -(X)p.98 It is further 
discussed in 4.631, the section on the use of contextual converbs. 
Clearly related to it morphologically is the suffx -(YpAn, also 
discussed in that section. -(X)pAn is used in runiform inscriptions (e.g. 


497 öir-ü, the vowel converb of the copula, is only attested in lexicalised örü örü 


“gradually etc”. 

498 Johanson 1988: 136 guotes several unacceptable *etymologies” for this suffix, says 
“we shall refrain from adding new proposals here” and then does add a new proposal in 
the long footnote immediately attached to this sentence. Johanson's proposal is 
unacceptable as well, as it is based on an intermediate form -yUb' (to be derived from a 
Mongolian converb suffix ending in U); such a form is not and cannot have been 
attested, as there is no trace of a “buffer y in Old Turkic, nor indeed anywhere outside 
Oguz. 
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el örginin anta örgipân etitdim *I set up the national throne there and 
had (the place) arranged? in SU), rather commonly in the runiform ms. 
IrgB and in Manich&an texts (e.g. âzü/g saviya arilipan “cheated by her 
false words” in BT V 277, ay tâyri ordosinta enipân, 1.9 of the hymn 
edited in UV4Jb N.F. 16:221-2, “coming down from the palace of the 
Moon God”). kara xanka baripan, yalava€ baripan kâlmâdiniz bâgim-â 
in the epitaph E30 telis of a South-Siberian nobleman who went as a 
messenger to the Oarakhanid ruler and did not return. There are also a 
number of examples in the DLT in verse. This not very common form 
and the even rarer -(X)pAnXn (early Uygur, Manicha&an and Buddhist) 
are discussed in Johanson 1988, who guotes a number of examples. 
Among the etymologies guoted or suggested there for -(X)pAn, the only 
possible one seems to be the segmentation *-b4-n, i.e. that it should be 
formed with the instrumental suffix *-(XOn as in -mAdf/tn discussed 
below. Another possibility is that -(WYp4An comes from -(X)pA4nXn by 
haplology; that (attested e.g. in ukupanin in Maitr 23r12, körüpânin in 
MaitrH Y 194) would come from -()p anin, i.e. from the instrumental 
form of ol used in the meaning “thereby?” beginning the superordinate 
clause, secondarily adapting to synharmonism as the two fused: 
Johanson stresses the instrumental meaning of these two forms as 
against the other Old Turkic converbs including -(X)p, and in UW 142 
we find a number of examples for the “superfluous” use of anin after 
subordinate clauses. IrgB 35 can be read as kugu kus kanatina urupanin 
kaliyu baripan ögiyâ kayiya tâgürmis or kugu ku$ kanatina urup anin 
kaliyu baripan öginâ kayiya tâgürmis and in both cases signify “The 
swan put him on his wings and so rose in the air and brought him to his 
parents”. Johanson 1988: 146 guotes three DLT cases of anin written 
separately after -(Xp forms; these passages, which he interprets as 
instances of wrong spelling, in fact agree with the use of anin in Uygur 
and go a long way towards explaining -(X)pAnXn. The problem with 
the Johanson hypothesis is that -(Wp4n by no means always has 
instrumental meaning; in Xw 134, a rather carly text, its use is temporal 
or conditional: öyrü nâ bar (ârmis ina ms.) fepân biltimiz clearly 
means, in its context, “We know what there was (or “what there is said 
to have been”) before that” or perhaps, more literally, “If one said “What 
was there (or “What is there supposed to have been”) before, we know 
(the answer)” .499 

A construction of the form nâ * -(X)p converb * Ok appears to have 
exclusively temporal meaning; see section 4.633. 


499 The /e- form corresponds to Turkic diye or dese. The three subseguent sentences 
have the same structure though they contain different interrogative clauses. 
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In BT XII 1,96 we find the verse yagiz ye/rJ #âynindâ sârip siz in guite 
fragmentary context, translated as “über die ganze braune Erde seid ihr 
ausgedehnt”.599 This should be an instance of a verb phrase of the shape 
-(X)p with pronoun, which is put to finite use in some modem Turkic 
languages and in Middle Turkic (cf. Brockelmann 1954; 313 $g); I have 
not come across any other such instance in any variety of Old Turkic, 
including Çarakhanid (though -(Wp âr-, discussed in section 3.251, 
appcars not to be all too rare). 


Another contextual converb suffix is that of the vowel converb, most of 
whose uses are discussed in the sub-sections of 3.25 and in 4.631. It has 
the variants -4, -/ -U and -yU alternating as in the aorist form, i.e. -yyU 
after bases ending in vowels, -4 after most underived bases ending in 
consonants and after some (generally intransitive) formatives, -/ after 
the -(X)/- causative suffix and -U with most other derived bases ending 
in consonants; see Erdal 1979b for more details. I am using the term 
“vowel converb? as this distribution (like that of the aorist) cannot be 
summed up with a single archphonemic representation. E.g. 
inscriptional bodunumun ter-â guvra-t-i altim “1 brought together my 
nation and ruled them” and sâlâyâ kâd-â udu yoridim “Crossing the S. | 
marched after (them)”. The vowel converb suffix can get fused with the 
verb u-ma- “to be unable to”; when it precedes this auxiliary, its vowel 
is generaliy /U/ in Uygur also with verbs which otherwise have -4 or -7. 

It has been stated that the juncture between vowel converbs and main 
verbs is especialiy close, but the fact is that vowel converbs of early 
texts are guite independent prosodicallIy (as in the examples guoted). On 
the other extreme there also are cases of incorporation, e.g. in 
nominalisations like £örü kanindsiz or esidü kanindsiz (g.v. in OTWF 
354), where the suffix -(X)ncsXz is added to the complex verb phrases 
körü kan- “to have seen enough? and esidü kan- “to have heard enough”. 

Vowel converbs are sometimes part of the verb phrase, the converb 
being adjacent to the finite verb; they then do not serve as independent 
kernels for clauses. In some of these cases the main verb is in fact an 
auxiliary expressing the category of actionality or the like, an auxiliary 
of politeness (e.g. ögründülüg sâvindlig bolu tâginip n TT V1458 “they 


599 Better perhaps “You have been showing endurance like the brown earth”. The 
beginning of the following verse is lost, but in none of the more than 100 interpretable 
lines of the poem is there any instance of a word divided between the lines. sârip siz as 
imperative makes no sense cither, especially since another sentence in the context also 
shows the polite plural address to a bodhisattva. 
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— deferently — got exceedingliy joyful?) or the two verbs have a new, 
fused meaning; see sections 3.25 (with subsections) and 5.3. 

When considering the functions of vowel converbs one should also 
disregard cases of lexicalisation, when petrified converbs like yan-a 
'returning” —> “again, morcover” /ap-a “finding” —> “towards” and 
numerous others got into guite different parts of speech. The OTWF 
mentions numerous petrified converbs coming from secondary verbs, 
e.g. from causatives, which became lexemes in their own right. Classes 
of vowel converb forms or vowel converb constructions have, 
moreover, come to express grammatical categories, as the similative 
case in »/AyU, perhaps the directive in *gA4rU or, in the verbal domain, 
the construction consisting of the vowel converb followed by the 
postposition birlâ which refers to events preceding the main event by a 
short time interval. In some cases, finally, elements by scholars like 
Bang or Gabain thought to be original vowel converbs never were 
representatives of this morphological class: Such are &ud-i “down 
(dealt with in Erdal, 1991: 341) or #üzü “all” (which is probabiy a 
simplex): As shown in Erdal 1979b, the vowel of the vowel converb 
suffix is strictly determined, mostly by the morphological class of the 
stem. Anything which does not have the appropriate vowel“! or for 
which no appropriate base can be made out is not a vowel converb. 

In adjunct phrases such as âyitâ ât'özin “with bowing body”, küldirâ 
yüzin “with smiling face?, fitrâyü ünin “with a shaking voice”, yasru 
köylin “with secret intentions? or fikâ kulgakin “with cocked cars”, the 
vowel converb is used adnominally; the head of this construction is in 
all cases an inalienable part of the subject of the verb.” The 
instrumental suffix, clearly characterising the phrase as a whole, marks 
the whole phrase for its adverbial function in its context. /uga fâglök 
kisi “a person blind from birth? in MaitrH XV 6v9, U TI 29,14 and 
3L4l,UMI 76,13, and 77,20 is a different structure; the form here 
gualifies an adjective and not a noun (cf. #uga közsüz, same meaning, in 
the Middle Turkic Tafsir). 

In the following Maitr passage, which is about an interpretation of 
dreams, we have further evidence that the vowel converb apparentiy did 
have non-adverbal functions with imperfect meaning: kim âv tâyrisi 
ordo waxs$iki ünmi$ tüSâmisi antag ârür: ... nâ tislâri tüsâ tüsâmisinin 
tüsi antag ârür: ... kim oronluk yerkâ tüsâ tfokir/ yuplunup tüsâ tül 


501 Some of the “ausnahmsweise” instances in Gabain 1974: 121 are simple errors; 
tükün-i (from TT 1 126), e.g., is a mistake for tükâti and oyal-i is in fact a -gAlI form. 

502 See OTWF 770 with footn. 506 for documentation and discussion and cf. Röhrborn 
2000: 271. 
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kördi, ... nâ ymâ ton kâdimtâ /ajdrilmis kördi, ... (MaitrH XII 4v7-19) 
“That she dreamt that the house deity or the palace spirit had left is as 
follows ... The result of her having dreamt that her teeth were falling 
out (#üs-â) ... That she saw a dream of the throne falling (4üsâ) to the 
ground and her bun disintegrating and falling off (yuplunup tüs-â) ... 
That she saw (herself) separated from (her) clothing ...”. The activities 
seen in the dreams and made the objects of the verbs /üsâ- “to dream” 
and kör- “to see” are expressed by the verb forms ün-mis, thrice füs-â 
and adril-mi$; the first and third present the activity as having been 
accomplished while the instances of /ü8-âi may be presenting a view of 
it as still going on. Here, then, the vowel converb is used as a participle 
referring to an event, like the aorist. 

A converb suffix “-c4” has been read in BO S9; a converb of this 
shape is postulated already in Thomsen 1916: 82-84, followed by 
Gabain 1941: 116 ($223)593 and Doerfer 1993: 30. This may in fact bea 
composite form, consisting of the vowel converb with the eguative 
suffix; that would give the reading b0/-(w)4*da in that passage and 
yogur-(u) da in Tuü 26. boluda appears also in KT SW as completed 
by Matuz in Turcica 4(1972): 15-24, in the passage / b(â)elilm teg(i)n 
yüglâ)rü (or yüg(ü)rü) ((âlyri bol(u)da, where tânri boluda as well as 
yok boluda of BO S9 both signify “after he died”. Tekin 1968 translated 
the passage öyrâki âr yoguruda” idip ... asdimiz as “having sent the 
vanguard forward as if kneading (the snow), we climbed ...”, and has 
adhered to this translation in his reeditions of the inscription in 1994 
and 1995, Thomsen 1916: 82-84 had discussed the passage and 
interpreted the function of this form and the meaning of the verb 
correctiy. This was apparently not noticed by Clauson since EDPT 906a 
is guite off the mark; see OTWF 755 (and 354) for the (guite solid) 
evidence for yogur- “to open the way, cross a dangerous or difficult 
area”, a meaning which Thomsen had already determined (although his 
interpretation of the clause is not, I think, satisfactory).599 I would 
translate the passage as “After the vanguard opened the way (through 
the Sayan mountains, 1) sent (the army) off and we went over the ...?. A 


503 The form “rirdö” in BO W4 mentioned there should be read as âf-âridâ; it has 
nothing to do with this converb, since it comes from an aorist. 

504 He reads this as “yogurda” and on p.74 declares it to come from “yogururda” by 
haplology. While a haplology of aorist forms of the shape *Ur-Ur is indeed attested in 
non-canonical Uygur texts (see section 2.412 above), there is no inscriptional evidence 
for the phenomenon. 

505 Tt is probabiy related to yo:/ “way” (with long vowel in Tkm.), yogu€ “(on) the other 
bank (of a river)” etc. and not to be confused with the verb spelled the same way 
signifying “to kncad”. 
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converb of this shape is not attested anywhere else in Old Turkic,599 but 
a construction in which the vowel converb is used adnominally was 
mentioned above, and Uygur has it together with the postposition birlâ, 
which we mention straightway. Its meaning seems to be guite close to 
that of this one; since the vowel converb is attested in the eguative only 
in Orkhon Turkic and with birlâ only in Uygur, it may well be that the 
latter replaced the former. 


When the vowel converb is followed by birlâ we get a temporal 
converb phrase guite well attested in Uygur, discussed in section 4.633; 
it gives the meaning “soon after”. The relationship between the vowel 
converb and birlâ need not have been one of government: As other 
postpositions in Old Turkic (and e.g. sonra in Turkish), birlâ can 
govem zero anaphora, in which case it is, to all intents and purposes, an 
adverb signifying “therewith, together with that”. The construction in 
guestion probably came from a converb followed by birlâ as adverb 
(similar to what may have happened with anin as discussed above), 
giving the meaning *carrying out action, and (practically) together with 
it (action). birlâ is, in this construction, often followed by the particle 
Ok (e.g. alu birlâ ök in ETŞ 16,62, “alır almaz”), since it describes 
events immediately preceding the main action; it is this immediacy that 
gets stressed by Ok. 


None of these converbs is negated with -m4-;597 their negative 
counterpart is suppletive, using the suffix -m4(/(n). The runiform 
inscriptions have -m4// in KT E 10, Toü Il E2 and SU E3; -mdt/n is 
spelled with t'In? in KT S9, with t'In' in SU E10 (fragmentary) and SI 
and with t'n' in E28.2 (1.5 in the edition of Kormusin 1997: 80).508 The 
best explanation for the /w is that it is the instrumental suffix: That is, 
beside being a nominal case suffix, added also to the converb suffix 
-(X)pAn, to the case suffix »/XgU, to the postpositions birlâ and öyi and 
so forth. -mAksXz/n, a late eguivalent of -mA4/n, is also, after all, in the 
instrumental case. Was there ever a converb suffix of the shape -//? 


506 The Old Anatolian Turkic converb suffix -()7cAk signifying “when” could very 
well come from this suffix together with the particle (O)k. 

507 There are a few exceptions, e.g. u-ma-yu in BT Il 266, körmâyü in TT VI A28, 
ilinmâyü in TT VU A40 and Middle Turkic bulmay (thus!) in KP X,5. 

508 Schulz 1978: 214 finds this spelling “merkwürdig” and thinks it may mean that the 
suffix was here to be read with A in the last syllable; in fact, implicit vowels can also be 
read as X in standard runiform spelling: What this instance means is only that the writer 
of the inscription apparentiy no longer knew the form -m44/ and could not know that the 
second vowel of -mAt/n had originally been a final vowel. 
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Some of the petrified formatives of this shape, discussed in OTWEF 797- 
798, may in fact not have been related to any -(X)/- causative but be 
petrified forms of the direct positive counterpart of -m44f/; this may be 
the case e.g. with the conjunction wlafi, since ula-i- is apparently not 
really attested in Old Turkic proper.5*9 T.Tekin 2002 wants to explain 
the suffix through the Tunguz verb of negation * a gerundial suffix 
-H(n) which, he says, “is found only in the structure of the Uigur adverb 
nâçöklâ-ti - nâçöklâ-di “doing how, doing in what way or manner”.5!0 | 
think nâdüklâti, nâtâglâti and kalti were not formed with -/4- anda 
converb suffix but with adverbal -/4 and */ (taking these to have been 
distinct). Tekin is, however, right in referring to the Khaladj converb 
suffix -di / -ti, corresponding to common Turkic -(X)p in that language. 
The guestion of which alveolar -7244/ had is discussed by Johanson 
1979: 137-139, Maue 1983: 55-56 and Tekin. It is always spelled as T 
in runiform sources and mostly as T in Manich&an ones as documented 
in Zieme 1969: 168.51! On the other hand, the Maitr mss. edited by 
Şinasi Tekin, which are also guite early, have 19 instances spelled 
-mAdin as against only 5 spelled -m4//n. Brâhmi sources show 
ilinmâtin mn TT VU A28 but sö/zlâfsmâdin (spelled with dh) in CLI. 
The alveolar of kölmadin in TT VNI G44 is the character transcribed as 
6, which definitely belongs to the phoneme /d/. In the DLT this suffix is 
spelled with dâl and not dhâl. In the OB, which also spells the suffix 
with dâl, we find not only -m4d/n? but (twice) also -m4d/ (e.g. 
bilmâdi “without knowing? in 4187). The Oarakhanid forms speak for 
|(d| as intervocalic allophone of /t/ in this sufix, as these sources do not 
confuse the two consonant series. We adhere to -m4f(n) as 
phonological spelling, noting that the phonic realisation of /t/ as |Jd) 
here probably holds not only for Çarakhanid but also for carlier stages 
of the language. 


509 Johanson 1979: 21 thinks it is “eventuell möglich” that there should be a positive 
gerund |TiJ in the form |tökTi| in the passage #ün udimati küntüz olormati kizil kanim 
tükâti kara târim yügürti esig külüg bertim ök (Tut 52) “Not sleeping by night and not 
resting by day, sguandering my red blood and letting my black sweat run, I constantly 
gave my services (to the ruler)”, which, he thinks, could be /ök-fi “pouring out? or /ök- 
üt-ti “letting get poured out”. 

510 See section 3.134 above. 

SI Among the instances he mentions, 23 have /, 4 dand 3 dd. The exceptions appcar 
in Xw, TTIMB and Pothi, which in other cases also occasionally confuse the alveolars; 
all three instances of dd are from Pothi. 

512 hilmâdin 634, yermâdin 592. Spelled with ? in the late ms. in Uygur script. 
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Forms formed with -m4ksXz/n, a rather late suffix composed of the 
infinitive, the suffix of lack and the instrumental, are documented in 
OTWF 397-8; it is more or less eguivalent to -m4Afln. 


There is a converb form in -(X)yXn,5!3 attested four times in runiform 
inscriptions, beside /e-yin “saying; in order to, etc.', of which there are 
nearly forty examples. -yXn and -(4)yXn are other possible shapes for 
this suffix; the former is preferred by Doerfer 1993: 26. This great 
number of examples for this particular form, in Uygur replaced by /e-p 
with a different converb suffix, is not surprising: It reminds us of 
Republican Turkish diye which, in the same functions as Orkhon Turkic 
teyin and Uygur fep, underwent petrification.!4 Among the other 
-(X)yXn forms we find süygülüg kandan kâl(i)yfin sürâ eltdi? “Where 
did armed (men) come from to drive (you) away?” (KT E23) and kara 
bodun tur(u)y(ujn xagan atadi, tâyridâ bolmis el etmis bilgâ xagan 
atadi (Tariat S5; similarly S4) “He named him kaghan in the presence 
of the common people and gave him the title of “... kaghan””. This form 
is different from the previously mentioned ones in that it can be 
negated: -m4AyXn is found, e.g., in fürk bodun xanin bolmayin / 
bulmayin tavgadda adrilti. “Not being with” or “not finding its khan, the 
Turk nation separated from China” (Tui 2).515 

We again come across the form in kâlmâyin anta ok tursar sân “if you 
do not come but stay right there? in UigBrief C11, a late Uygur letter.5!6 
Further in contracts in SUK; imdilarim ma tâlim bolup turgu tâg 
bolmayin kadip yasip ... (Mi19,4) “my creditors also having gotten 
numerous it became impossible to stay around and I fled and hid and 
..; oronin yegin kilmayin âdgü tutmayin kudü asira ki$idâ tutsar mân 


513 Johanson 1988: 137 (n.15) spells it as -(y)Xn; this is not only contrary to facts 
(since the /y/ is not dropped after consonants), it also contradicts morphophonemic 
structure, in that Old Turkic knows no “buffer y. The participle suffix -yOk is a suffix 
starting with /y/ and not dropping it after consonants. The thoughts around this converb 
form in then.to TT 11,2 26 are obsolete. 

514 This term is in order in view of the fact that the vowel converb is, in Turkish, 
always doubled when in living use. 

515 The suffix is here spelled with n? in spite of back synharmonism; this is not so 
surprising, however, as we also find bar-siktiya (KT S2; suffix -sXk) or yagitsiz (KT; 
suffix *sXz) spelled with s?. 

516 The form kaygu < kadgu “sorrow” also found there shows that this text had already 
undergone the passage d > y; most other intervocalic ds in that text belong to the Old 
Turkic phoneme /t/. Other late characteristics are the particle m4 used after nouns (and 
not Just after pronouns), /wr- used as copula, *n/ as accusative suffix for nouns, -gU/ as 
suffix for the 2” person imperative (replacing older g// under the influence of the 
contraction of -gU ol) and özgâ (spelled with 5) “other”. 
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(Ad3.21) “if Ido not ameliorate his position, do not keep him well but 
treat him as an inferior person; there is a further instance in Mi21,5. 
This late revival could mean that -m14-(X)yXn got fused with -m4Af/n and 
-(mA-)yU, perhaps together with analogy from the instrumental suffix. 
-mAyin lived on in Middle Turkic, e.g. in the Codex Comanicus forms 
ar-mayin (150,4), yât-mâyin (138,7), âr-mâyin and bil-mâyin.5!7 -mAtln 
is unlikely to be behind these forms by itself though the // may have 
gotten realised as |d| even at an early stage, as the sound change d > y 
applies only to original /d/. Johanson 1979: 138-139 is right in 
defending the view that -m4/n and -mAy/n are unrelated, against 
Menges, Korkmaz, Brockelmann 1954: 253 and Söerbak 1961: 160 and 
in connecting the former with general Oguz -mAdAn.!8 He also guotes 
the form aöir-mayin, with both /d/ and the y-suffix, from the Rylands 
interlinear Coran translation (which supports the view that the two 
converb suffixes cannot have simply converged). Cf. further -m4#/n in 
bir kodmatin tükâl sanap altimiz “we have not left (even) one but have 
counted and taken them all” (SUK Sa9,12) and #âgmâtin (SUK WP1.,5). 


The converb form in -g4// has two main functions, one temporal 
(discussed in section 4.633), the other one “final”; the final function (for 
which see section 4.636) is akin to the use of -g4// as supine suffix 
(details in section 4.23). A few instances which appecar to have 
consecutive meaning are guoted in section 4.637. 

The negative counterpart of -g4// is rather rare; examples are 
yogulmagali (HAtPar 55 v13), atamagali “so as not to pronounce? (Ht TI 
399, in final use) or küsâyür mân kânfü özüm anitmagali “1 wish | 
would not let myself remember? (supine use). 

-gAlI is also part of verb phrases: -g4// âr-, -gAlI tur- and -gAlI alk- 
express actionality (discussed in section 3.251) while -g4// bo/- or -g4// 
u- express ability (discussed in section 3.253). Here again, as in some 
constructions Just referred to, the meaning is neither final nor temporal 
but more similar to the English infinitive (as pointed out by Nevskaya 
2002) or to the Latin supine; see section 4.23. 


The meanings of -g/nc4, “as long as” and “until”, make it likely that it 
comes from the formative -(X)g with the 3'İ person possessive suffix 
and the eguative case ending. This etymology is hypothetical, as -(W/g 


517 The OB forms bol-mayin, kör-mâyin and sâv-mâyin, which were by some also 


thought to represent this form, are negated volitives, i.e. finite. This is also how they are 
translated in Dankoff 1983. The -m4//(n) converb appears in the OB as -mAd1(n). 


518 Early Anatolian Turkish has -madIn as weli. 
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is, in the language we have, not a flexional but a derivational suffix 
(albeit the most common suffix for deverbal nominals). 

The subjects of -e/n64 forms are more often different from than 
identical to the subject of the main verb. /urgindara in Höllen 21 has 
been taken to signify “as long as (they) stay (there). It is probabiy a 
contraction from /urginca ara, with the postposition ara; the case suffix 
*rA is unlikely to have been added to such a form. -g/ndc4 ara is not 
attested, but we have bosumaginda titmâgindâ ikin ara (Abhi 1398-99) 
“as long as they haven't sent them off and given them up”. The guoted 
passage shows two examples of -m4-g/nc4, which would be 
incompatible with the etymology proposed if they were to appcar inan 
carly text. Other negative examples are üc yil tükâmâgindâ “as long as 
three years are not over” (SUK P1,23) and bilgâ ârmâgindâ (Ht VU 25) 
“as long as one is not wise”. 

The meanings and functions of -g/n€4 are discussed in section 4.633 
on temporal clauses. Two proverbs which turned up in very different 
sources have a different, comparative meaning for this suffix: öküz 
adaki bolginda buzagu basi bolsa yeg (DLT fol.41) “Better to be the 
head of a calf than the foot of an ox”; miy kisi yüzin bilgindâ bir kisi 
atin bilgü (runiform ThS TI a5 with the emendations of Bazin in 
Turcica 4 (1972): 37) “Better to know the reputation of one person than 
the face of a thousand”. This meaning of the suffix relates more directiy 
to the usual ones of -€4 than the temporal uses of the suffix. 


The subjects of the contextual converbs (sce section 4.631) and of the 
-gAlI form are generally identical to those of the main clause, though 
there are some clear exceptions of various types. In this matter they 
differ from -g/nc4 and -sAr but are similar to the secondary converbs. 


Beside the synthetical converb forms we have secondary converbs 
consisting of nominal forms of verbs in obligue cases. The following all 
have temporal content and are therefore all discussed in section 4.633 
as to their functions and uses: -dOk*dA, very common both in runiform 
inscriptions and in Uygur, and -m/$“14, -UrsdA4 and -Ginc4, none of 
which are attested in the inscriptions. -JOkdA can also be used with the 
possessive suffix referring to the subject placed before the case suffix, 
as can -UrdA and -m1sf4; e.g. Orkhon Turkic eli kamsag boltokinta (KT 
N3) “when his realm had become shaky?” or Uygur füfsüg yidin 
tuydokumuzda “when we feel the smell of incense? (Suv 424,18). The 
OB also uses both -dokd4 and the aorist in the locative case for 
temporal expressions. It is not, of course, evident that any perfect 
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participle in an adverbial case form has to be an instance of a secondary 
converb suffix.5!9 Forms in -gUtdA, e.g., could be both a secondary 
case suffix and the mere seguence of -gU and *d4; more research into 
the actual distributions is needed. 


The dative case is also used for forming complex temporal converb 
suffixes, with -dOk and possessive suffix in Orkhon Turkic, with -mAk 
and the possessive suffix in Uygur. Clauses around -gU*k4, on the 
other hand, have final content. -m/8*k44 and -m4-yOk*kA serve as 
kernels for causal clauses, sometimes with possessive suffix referring to 
the subject before the case suffix. -mAk1/yA also forms causal clauses 
and, like the other converbs in this function, is discussed in section 
4.635. Clauses in which -mAk*-/y4 has temporal meaning all have a 
noun phrase referring to a stretch in time as subject of the verb; that 
appcars to be what supplies the temporal content, which means that the 
basic meaning of -mAk/yA must have been causal. Limiting ourself to 
Uygur we could therefore say that the basic meaning of the dative when 
added to verbal nominals is cither causal or final, depending on whether 
the nominal itself is factive or not, and depending on the nature of the 
adjuncts within the subordinate clause. 

-mAk in the ablative case, sometimes with possessive suffix before the 
case suffix referring to the subject, also forms causal clauses, discussed 
in section 4.635. Causal clauses can further have -dOk*/n, which has 
the -dOk form in the instrumental case, as kernel. 

Comparative clause converbs are formed from nominal forms of verbs 
by putting them in the eguative case; their uses are discussed in section 
4.632. In this function we find *€4 added to the aorist form (already in 
Orkhon Turkic), to -m/$ and, in Manich&an sources, to -JdOk* with the 
possessive suffix. 

The construction -dOk*In ücün, in which a postposition goverms the 
-dOk form with possessive suffix referring to subject, the seguence -m/$ 
ücün and the aorist with ödün are kernels of causal clauses and are 
therefore discussed in section 4.635. The guite rare seguence -g4// ödün 
and the more common -gA//r ücün and -gU ücün, on the other hand, 
forms final clauses, g.v. in section 4.636: The former are factive while 
these latter ones are not. Other nominal forms of verbs govemed by 


519 Johanson 1995: 318 guotes olor-doktum*a (by him spelled differentiy) as example 
for the phenomenon of personal converbs; this form is attested only once in the KT 
inscription where the dative may be governed by a verb signifying “to rejoice (at) 
(making the -/Ok form an action noun and not a converb) and once in the BO 
inscription in a damaged passage. 
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postpositions, -mİS-£4 or -dOk*dA with bârü, ken, ötrö or kesrâ, have 
temporal meaning. 

Secondary converbs very often have their own subjects differing from 
those of the main clauses. These are generally expressed by nominals in 
the nominative case, as subjects in general are; subject nominals of 
secondary converbs can, however, also be in the genitive case because 
the kernels of such converb phrases are perfect participles which, as 
nouns can govem the genitive case. 

In general, the syntax of converbs and converb phrases is described in 
section 4.63 and its subsections. 


3.287 The conditional 
The conditional suffix -s4r has by some (e.g. Johanson 1995; 340, note 
13) been said to come from the aorist of sa- “to reckon'; the aorist sa-r 
is actually attested in the DLT. It would be possible from the semantic 
point of view that sa-r should have been added to the vowel converbs 
of lexical verbs for (at first) asyndetic subordination, but there is no 
actual evidence to speak for this hypothesis: not a single trace fora 
putative converb vowel before the -s9 within any attested form of 
-sAr.520 

-sAr appears to have been pronounced as -s4 already in some varieties 
of Uygur, on the evidence of medical and astrological texts, the 
collection of proverbs in the latter part of HamTouHou 16 or the rather 
carly catechism in Tibetan script. In the Brâhmi mss. of TT VTL on the 
other hand, we have more than 20 -s4r as against only three -s4,2! 
which shows that the /r/ was guite real there. We consistentiy find -s4 
in Çarakhanid. The negative counterpart of this suffix has the shape 
-mAsA(r). The form âr-sâr serves as conditional conjunction added to 
full-fledged verb forms (e.g. uzun yasadi ârsâr “if he should have lived 
for alongtime in Mill nr.5r 10-11 with a finite verb or in öd 
ârtürürlâr ârsâr with a verb in the plural), to bar “there is” and so forth. 

In the runiform inscriptions the conditional is a converb in that it is 
not directiy linked with the expression of person; it usualIy (but not 
always) joins personal pronouns in the 1“ and 2"İ persons when these 


520 The aorist being a participle, the idea would be corroborated by the converbial use 
to which ârkli and ârkân have been put, on the asumption that these are old -(X)g// and 
-gAn participles respectively. This assumption is, however, vehementiy opposed by 
Johanson, presumably because he does not believe in the possibility of a neutralisation 
between the phonemes /g/ and /k/ after /r/. 

>! Two appcar in text A; an additional one in TT VII N 1 was reconstituted in the 
reedition of that text in Mâtr. 
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are subjects. When the -s4Ar form is accompanied by subject pronouns, 
they follow it and are presumabiy clitic, e.g. /#imlaglarniy âdgü 
törölâriyâ tidig ada kilmis ârsâr mân, ... “1£1 have set up hindrances to 
the good habits of people” (MaitrH XV 1 v 13). Such subject pronouns 
turn up also if they are present in the main clause as well, e.g. o/ altun 
tagka tâgsâr siz, kök lenxwa körgây siz (KP 28,1-2) “T£ (or: When) you 
get to that golden mountain you will see blue lotuses”. This was not, 
apparentiy, obligatory in verse guoted in DLT f0l.201, where it suited 
the metre: apay kolsa udu barip / tutar ârdim süsin tarip “Had (1) 
wished I would have followed him, taken him and dispersed his 
troops?.52 

At a rather early stage, though not in the runiform inscriptions, the 3" 
person plural of the conditional was expressed by adding the nominal 
plural suffix onto it; e.g. mini tâg tümân tinligkyalar bolsarlar, ... 
(PaficFrag Il 53) “If there were 10,000 poor creatures like me ...?, which 
also shows that the form appears also with an explicitly plural subject. 
This suffix can be shared by adjacent forms, e.g. muntaki yörügdâ 
bisrunsar yorisarlar, ... (BT 1 A; 15-16) “if they live according to this 
interpretation”. 

âr-sâr 1s linked to participles to give analytical forms; instances are 
listed in the UW entry for âr- “to be”: with the aorist 401b ($17e), with 
the preterite 402 ($18d), with -71/8 and -madOk 403b ($19e) and 404a 
($21c) respectively, with -d4c/ 404b ($22d), with -g4y 405b ($23b). 
The main use of the -sAr form is conditional or concessive as described 
in section 4.64; this covers such meanings as “if; in case”, factive “since; 
secing that” and concessive “although?. im many other cases, the suffix 
has purely temporal meaning, for which see section 4.633. There is no 
overt means for determining which is the appropriate meaning in any 
particular instance, but the form is generally to be understood as 
temporal if it refers to the past. The use of -s4r forms with correlating 
indefinite and demonstrative pronouns to give a use which comes close 
to relativisation is dealt with in section 4.65. âr-sâr with non- 
correlating indefinite pronoun is discussed in section 3.134. In section 
4.612 we meet -sAr forms in relative clauses introduced by the particle 
kim, whose main clause contains the element yok “there isn't. In 
section 3.27 we guote an example where kim “who? appcars with a -sAr 
form in a main clause with what appcars to be dubitative meaning. 


522 A later hand added a mim under the line, changing the form to kolsam. From here it 
got into Atalay's edition (who “reproduces? the verse with the mim in the line) and into 
Hacıeminoğlu 1996: 188. The widely used correct Oarakhanid form for this is -s4 mân, 
also proving the lateness of the addition. 
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Some scholars from Thomsen 1916 to Doerfer 1993 have thought that 
there also was a conditional suffix -c4'”, which Tekin 1968: 186 takes 
to be a gerund suffix. I have proposed in the previous section that the 
Orkhon Turkic words which can be read in this way be interpreted as 
vowel converb * eguative suffix *€A, as a precursor to the vowel 
converb * birlâ construction, with which it is synonymous. There is no 
need to posit obscure suffixes if the data can be interpreted successfully 
by existing morphology. 


3.29. The copula 


The verb âr- “to be” is a fully conjugated regular copula; e.g. bay bar 
ârtim “Il was well to do” or sunduklar yadiglig töltâglig ârip ... 
(BuddhUig 352-4) “the mats are spread outand...'. UW 391b-409a 
offers an exhaustive documentation of this verb's uses in (non- 
runiform) Uygur. A variant er- is found e.g. in HamTouHou 18,2 and 6. 
Forms of âr- may have been unstressed, like e.g. the forms of i- in 
Turkish; one indication for this is the contraction with nâ in n(â)rgây 
(YE 41,8, runiform script), where the interrogative pronoun is sure to 
have borne full stress. Its positive aorist âörür is rather rare in the 
inscriptions, appearing once to refer to the future and in two other 
instances in a set phrase. In Uygur, positive sentences with non-verbal 
predicates unmarked for tense, aspect or mood often have ârür (e.g. bo 
mânin ân kenki azunum ârür “This is my last existence?), but sentences 
without verbal copula are also well attested; cf. section 4.31. âr- is used 
in various analytical verb phrases; forms coming (or presumabiy 
coming) from âr- as ârki, ârin€ and ârsâr have become particles while 
ârü ârü is used adverbially. âörmis is added to sentences to express 
indirectivity. 

bol- “to become” is also a copula of sorts; it implies that the subject 
undergocs a change or a transformation in the course of, or related to 
the event being referred to; e.g. xagan bol- “to become a ruler?, kul bol- 
“to become a slave”, yagi bol- “to start hostilities?, yok bol- “to perish” 
and the like. gü(fi)g ögrünlülüg boltum (M 1 6,18) signifies (in its 
context) “It has been a great pleasure”: If one has “become” something 
in the past, one still feels the results; in this sense, bo/- can, in the 
constative preterite, convey post-terminal states. b0/- can also signify 
“to ripen or to grow”: bo tufurkan yalyuz /magad) eltâ ök bolur, adin 
foronjta bolmaz (At NI 488-9) “This rice grows only in the country of 
|Magadhal), it does not grow in any other (place)”. Kâğgarı knows this 
meaning and it is attested to this day beside the less lexical one. 
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“Becoming? is a content belonging to actionality: Seguences of lexical 
verb plus * b0/- are described in section 3.251. When bo/- follows -m1/$ 
participles, however, the phrase has a resultative content which is 
aspectual; see section 3.26. -g4// bol- expresses ability, a category 
discussed in section 3.253. One difference between âr- and bo/- and 
other auxiliaries like £a/-, /ur-, yori- or bar- is that the others are used 
as auxiliaries only when combined with lexical verbs, whereas âr- and 
bol- have just been shown to be in use by themselves as well. 
Moreover, the lexical meaning of those other verbs is sometimes guite 
different from their meaning as auxiliaries, which is not the case with 
âr- and bo/-. Thirdiy, other actionality auxiliaries are linked with 
converbs and not participles, whercas the verb forms with which bo0/- 
can be linked are participles and verbal nouns such as -d4dI, -gAn, 
-(X)gdl or the aorist. 

There is a dream recounting mode characterised by verb phrases 
consisting of the aorist plus bolur, e.g.: tüsâmis tüllâfrjin” öp sakinfip 
indaj tep teyür: altunlug oronluk yerdâ tüsâr bolur. âv kuti waxsiki 
ünüp barir bolur. basimtaki etiglig tokirim yuplunup yerdâ tüsâr bolur. 
agzimtaki üstün altin tislârim tüsâr bolur. âtözümtâki tonum etigim 
yokadur bolur (MaitrH XII 44-9) “She remembers the dreams she 
dreamt and says the following: The golden throne falls to the ground. 
The house spirit goes away. The adorned bun on my head disintegrates 
and falis to the ground. The upper and lower teeth in my mouth fall off. 
The dresses and adornments on my body disappear?. Other dreams are 
characterised in the same manner in lines 5 r1-4, 5-8 and 9-12 of the 
passage. Similarly in a dream of Xuanzang: âf'özin ketârü tâzgürür 
bolur. nâdâ tâzgürsâr ymâ ol kisillârl amru yakin kâlip “yarlikazun 
ayagka tâgimlig” tep teyür bolur. montag tüsâyü yatur ârkân ... (Ht X 
549-50) signifies “He becomes reticent; the more he does so, (the more) 
those persons keep coming to him and saying “Will his honour deign to 
..>. While he was Iying and dreaming in this way, ...”. 


ol “that” can stand for the agent with verbs which are neither in the 1“ 
nor in the 2" person. Sometimes, its only task seems to be the assertion 
of the nexus between subject and predicate; in that function it can truly 
be called a copula (as the 3'İ person pronoun serves as copula in 
Hebrew and Arabic). It can, however, also denote existence. See section 
4.3 and Tuguseva 1986 for details. 


523 Here and in a few subseguent passages 1 use such brackets to mark part of a word 
which I consider to have been inadvertently omitted by the scribe. 
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While positive sentences with nominal predicate get cither forms of 
âr-, bol- etc., or ol or nothing at all to indicate the nexus between 
subject and predicate, negative sentences can have only verbal forms, 
ârmâz etc., to correspond to Turkish değil and the like. âörmâz is 
extensively documented in the UW entry for âr- andin UW 445-6.5X A 
couple of details are worth highlighting. An example for a double 
negative is nây futyaklanmaz ârmâz (Abhi A 144a3) “It absolutely has 
to be grasped”. Then there are tag guestion type constructions; here a 
rhetorical guestion addressed to the king who is the object of the verb: 
elig bâgig ölüm madar agzintin bultumuz ârmâz mü? (U TI 69,14) 
“Haven't we gotten the king from (out of) the jaws of death?” 525 drmâz 
is used for negating verb forms also when a proposition is to be stated 
to be untrue; e.g.: burun til âtöz ârklig alir âörmâz iraktaki atkangug 
(Abhi B 77b13) *It is not the case that the smelling, taste and tactile 
senses grasp phenomena at a distance”. 

Also worth mentioning is the pro-verb-phrase function in elliptic 
clauses: In mân indip utli biltâdi bolu tâginür mân; nân utli bilmâdâdi 
ârmâz (U 11 41,14) “TI want to become a thankful person; by no means a 
thankless one”, e.g., örmâz in fact stands fora 1“ person verb. In 
birdâömlig tanuklamakig adinlar ârmâz yanturu kântü özlâri ök bulurlar 
(Abhi A 36b3) “The absolute evidence, in tum, they find only 
themselves; others do not” örmâz stands for the plural content of 
*bulmazlar. Similarly anin iğintâ yânâ visimpat bulmislar ârsâr olar 
âsidgâli bolurlar; nây adinlar örmâz (BT TI 738) “If there are among 
them such as have received ordination, they can hear it; others by no 
means”. There are further examples for this use in UW 406 ($28); in all 
these cases Turkish would have used değil. 

bar “there is” and yok “there isn't” fill tasks belonging to the copula in 
some other languages (like English); they are dealt with in section 4.31. 
In the following examples yok is used for negating adjectives, where 
(PaücFrag Il 49) “The strength in my body is not admirable?; birök 
tapig udug yeviglâri anuk bar ârsâr afni/ üzâ tapig udug tutguluk ol; 


524 öirmâz is here made into an entry; the motive for doing this seems, however, to 


come from German: I do not find any lexicalization in the examples guoted. Nor do 1 
find any of the instances guoted in $ b to have the meaning “-los”, one of the meanings 
proposed in that paragraph. 

525 Some more such instances are mentioned in UW 401-2 ($18a of the entry). The 
sentence I have guoted appears there as “bultumuz ârmâz mü biz”, but biz in fact 
belongs to the beginning of the next sentence: The speakers in that passage, trying to 
convince the king not to go to a certain place, are proposing to him to go there 
ihemselves instead. 
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birök tapig /udug yevfiglâri anuk yok ârsâr (Abitaki guoted in UW 
159-160) “In case their offerings are ready, offering is to be presented 
therewith; if their offerings are not ready, .... In the last example anuk 
yok is opposed to anuk bar, as if anuk bar were more assertive than 
anuk by itself. 

yori- comes close to copular use when it is used in the meaning “to 
live”: This is attested several times in the IrgB, e.g. o?suz suvsuz kalfi 
uyin, nâdük yoriyin? (45) “Im what way should I manage without grass 
and water? How should | live”; ölümtâ ozupan ögirâ sâvinü yorir (49) 
“Having been saved from death it happily goes on with its life”. Also 
e.g. ... yorikinda yori- “to live a life of (righteousness, etc.) in Ht VU 
83. The sentence wd âtözlüg, koyn âtözlüg, kisi baslig yoriyur biz 
(MaitrH XX 13v5) is uttered by creatures in hell who have human 
heads but bodies of animals; it can best be translated as “We exist with 
bovine bodies etc.” or, more idiomatically, “have bovine bodies (or) 
sheep?s bodies (but) human heads”. 

te-t-ir, the reversive aorist of /e- “to say”, does not always signify “is 
called” or “is said to be”: In didactic texts or passages, where it is 
common, its meaning often comes very near to that of the copula, 
implying doctrinal identity between two notions. E.g. bo tetir 
kertgünânin on törlüg yörügi (TT VB 128) “These are (considered to 
be) the ten meanings of faith”. 

Another form sometimes appcaring in near-copular use is /urur, the 
aorist of /ur- “to stand”: e.g. bo /a$ ârtiyü agir turur (U 18; Magier, a 
Christian text) “This stone is exceedingliy heavy?; mini birlâ bir uguslug 
turur sân (TT X 472) “You are of the same clan“ as me'; biz su 
körmi$dakitâ âs(â)n tükâl turur biz “We are as well as one who has 
seen happiness? (UigBrief C6, a letter). The same letter (C11) has the 
clause kâlmâyin anta ok tursar sân “if you do not come but stay right 
there”. This is not an instance of /ur- used as copula but it shows the 
probable semantic source of that use. Kâğğarı expressly refers to the 
copular use of /urur as such, giving the sentences o/ /a$ furur “That isa 
stone” and o/ ku$ furur “That is a bird” as examples; he says that this 
aorist has no past form and no infinitive and signifies “he?. Arabic huwa 
and Old Turkic o/ do, in fact, serve as copula. The DLT and the OB 
have further examples with /urur as copula. 

furur can sometimes express existence, e.g.: okisar mân ol bitig idintâ 
ol künki biziy a$da ölürgüdi ud koyn toyuz baslap tinliglarnin savi turur 
(Suv 6,13) “When I read it, here were in that writing the words of 


526 The adjective-forming suffix */Xg added to bir ugu$ “one clan”. 
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creatures, mainly bovines, sheep and pork, which we had intended to 
slaughter that day at our meal”; £kamag sansar ortosinta sab atlig üĞ min 
ulug miy yertindü yer suvlar tururlar. ol üĞ miy ulug min yer suvlar 
otrasinta dambudvip ulu$ turur. Gambudvip ulus otra yerintâ matyade$ 
ulu$ turur. matyades ulus otrasinta ketumadi balik ârür (MaitrH X 
4r11-16) “In the middle of the whole of samsâra #here are 3000 great 
thousand-worlds called “earth”. In the middle of those 3000 great 
thousand-worlds #here is the country called jambudvipa. In the middle 
of the country of jambudvipa there is the country Madhyadesa. In the 
middle of the country Madhyadesa lies the city of Ketumati.> The 
passage explains why the speaker wants to go to Ketumatı, the name of 
which was mentioned carlier. This explains why the first three 
sentences end in /urur while the last one has ârür. 

In isig öz alimdilari birlâ turusur osoglug turur (Suv 18,13) “It seems 
as if he is struggeling with his angels of death? the struggle is described 
as going on at the time of speech. This last instance appcars to come 
from the use of /ur- to express actionality (see section 3.251). 


3.3. Adjuncts 


The term “adjunct” is in fact a syntactic one, not one referring to a class 
of lexemes. Adjunct phrases and adjunct clauses are adjuncts, as are e.g. 
nouns in the eguative, the instrumental or the similative case. This 
section will not deal with all these, however, but with lexemes which 
are adjuncts by themselves and not by virtue of a case suffix. Lexical 
adjuncts and interjections have neither the nominal categories of 
number, possession etc., nor the verbal categories, and are hard to 
define by morphological shape. Adjuncts do not refer to entities, nor do 
they gualify heads serving for such reference; they are not normally 
used within noun phrases (postpositions govern noun phrases but are 
not within them). 

It does happen that adjuncts get case suffixes, as azutda “on the other 
hand, otherwise” etc. with the eguative or öyitn “separately?, biröktin 
“however? and birlâtn “together? with the instrumental. The eguative 
and the instrumental are, however, the foremost adverbial cases in Old 
Turkic, and here just come to underline the adjunct status of the 
elements: The meanings of the guoted elements hardiy differ from those 
of their bases, azu, öyi, birök and birlâ. The instrumental case suffix, 
one of whose functions it is to tur nominals into adjuncts, appears to 
have been added also to form one or perhaps two contextual converb 
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suffixes: -mAfn from -m411/ and perhaps -(X)pAn from *-(X)p4 (which 
might be the source of -(X)p). 

Old Turkic converbs, which are verbs converted to adjunct status, can 
also be governed by postpositions: There is -U birlâ in which the vowel 
converb is governed by the postposition birlâ “together with”, e.g., and 
-gAlI ülün with üdün “for”, where the meaning of the final converb 
suffix and postposition support each other mutualiy. 
demonstratives anda and inscda, similar to Turkmen Seydip “having 
done that, thereupon?. No verbal stem as intermediate base has to be 
assumced to have existed to explain these: anda and inda are adjuncts as 
it is, and these are made a bit more specific by expansion with -(X)p and 
-gincA respectively; in principle this is not very different from the 
hybrid forms mentioned in the previous paragraphs. The forms are 
discussed in section 3.132 because of their stems; see also section 3.33 
for andip and indip. 

Suffixless nominal stems can also take on adverbial tasks: The stem 
forms of most nominals denoting space or time are found in adjunct 
use; e.g., in fün udimati küntüz olormati ... esig küdüg bertim ök “Not 
sleeping by night, not resting during #he day ... Il offered my services” 
(Tui II E1-2), #ün isa noun in the stem form while köntüz must be 
derived from kün “sun, day” by an obsolete case suffix (preserved, 
among other places, in the composite suffix *dXr//). Any adjectives are, 
in principle, candidates for adjunct use, their meaning permitting: What 
is translated as “by in the translation of /aloyka kicig tâgmâdim (KT 
S3, BK S3) “I missed the see by a little bit” remains unexpressed in Old 
Turkic. In KÖ E8, another runiform imscription, the same content is 
expressed by the instrumental form kicigin. The adjective / adverb 
distinction appears to be guite fuzzy. 

Adjuncts can be repeated iconically, e.g. kattin katin “repeatediy? in 
Ht VMZ21. 

Particles are here distinguished from the other adjuncts mainly by 
their prosodic and word-order dependence on the linguistic units which 
are in their scope. Postpositions and relational nouns differ from other 
adjuncts in that they govern noun phrases (in particular case forms). 
Conjunctions do not have single linguistic units in their scope but link 
phrases, clauses or sentences to each other in various ways. Passage 
between the various adjunct types is fluid in Old Turkic, words being 
often used in various tasks. 

By function, the distinction between sentence particles and 
conjunctions on the one hand and adverbs as described below is not 
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always clear, but nevertheless needs to be made: ârki and ârinc are 
listed as particles, e.g., because they have the sentence as a whole in 
their scope (Without linking it to something). Another distinction to be 
used as criterion is that adverbs have relatively much, particles and 
conjunctions little lexical content. 

Postpositions not goveming noun phrases are adverbs, e.g. üzâ or öyi; 
or birlâ “together? in sentences such as biz ymâ kamag ka kadas 
Ketumati kântdâ birlâ enâlim “We, all the family and friends, want to 
descend into the city of Ketumati together? or birlâ yana törcimâksiz ... 
yokadzun “May (the sins) disappear ... together and without 
reappcaring” (BT XII 13,128); there is another such example in At MI 
798. In nâdük ol birlâ fto/o wan vudi atlig xanlar (Ht VU 128) “How 
(does he compare) with the kings Tang-wang and Wu-di?” birlâ even 
follows a pronoun in the nominative case. ikilâ, yana and yidâ, all 
signifying “again”, are adverbs, but yana (which also appcars as yânâ or 
yinâ) also serves as connective particle. udu in udu kâliy (SU E2) 
“Follow me!? or kamag dentarlar udu atlantilar (TT YI 63) “All the 
electi got on their horses after him” is also an adverb; a runiform 
instance of udu is, however, described below as conjunction. In azkya 
öyrâ yoriyu turzunlar; mân una basa yetdim (Suv 615,14) “Please walk 
on a bit; | will have reached you ina moment!” basa serves as adverb 
with roughly the same meaning as udu. Originally no doubt the 
petrified converb of bas- “to press upon something, attack, come up 
suddenly?, we find it to be used as a postposition in the common 
phrases anda basa “after that” (see examples in UW 145-6) and munda 
basa “after this” or ârtmistâ basa (BT 11 1330). It then gets nominalised 
in basatsintda, e.g. in such phrases as basasinda bar- or yori- “to walk 
after him (TT X 142-3 andU IV A 141-2 respectively).527 In az inaru 
barmflis), bir ögülrJ muygak kör/mis/ (M 135,7) “He went a bit further 
and saw... we find inaru adverbially gualifying the verb bar-; its use is 
here local, whereas the postposition iharu goveming the locative has 
temporal meaning. ara and wiru are further elements serving both as 
postpositions or adverbs and as relational nouns. 

ötrö is a postposition governing the locative and signifying “after”; it 
also has a conjunctional use signifying “thereupon, then”, as in the 
sentence ... /ep sakinmis kfâ)rgâk. ötrö ât'öz küzâdgü tamga tutmi$ 
k(â)rgâk (TT V A 53) “One must think “...”, then hold a mudrâ to 
guard the body?. Sometimes, e.g. in TT X 33, where it actually starts a 
story, öfrö is an element like the English particle “now. Postpositions 


527 basa basa has been lexicalised with the meaning “repeatediy”. 
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can govem anaphoric zero objects, in which case no explicit objects 
appcar; it would be wrong to classify a use such as the one guoted as 
“elliptic”, as done by Gabain 1974 $ 281: Old Turkic postpositions can 
serve as sentence adverbs, like conjuctions referring to the context. 
When — as in the TI X case — no reference to a zero-anaphoric is 
discernible, one might consider the two to be homophonous elements 
resulting from a functional split. 

There are even clearer cases when the existence of homophonous 
adverbs and postpositions is only due to etymology: Take the 
postposition öfgürü “because of”, which presumably comes from öf- 
gür- “to get through, to cause to penetrate”. The instance in sansiz 
tümân aZunta bârü ötgürü bökünki künkâ tâgi (TT VI 015) “since 
countless myriads of lives, all the way through to the present day? must 
be a petrified converb of this verb, but its meaning is still much 
closer to the verb than to the postposition. In adin kisikâ ötgürü satsun 
“he may sell it on to a different person?” (USp 13.11 etc., in civic 
documents) the best translation of öfgürü is simply the adverb (not the 
preposition!) “on; this, again, comes directiy from the verb and has 
nothing to do with the postposition öfgürü. Similarly we have, beside 
the postposition eyin “according to, in accordance with? the common 
seguence eyin kâzigdâ (e.g. in U TI 10,10, 55,7, 67,2,, 89,7) signifying 
something like “in the appropriate order”. 

A different domain of fuzziness is that between conjunctions and 
particles, as can be observed with ymâ: This is, on the one hand, a clitic 
particle even breaking into noun and verb phrases; on the other hand it 
serves as a conjunction introducing sentences. 

The distinction between various types of adjuncts is fluid also in the 
sense that elements often allow several interpretations letting them get 
classified one way or the other. Discussing the sentence yagru 
kondokda kesrâ aig bilig anda öyür ârmis (KT S 5), Johanson 1988: 
144-5 notes that kesrâ could cither be understood as a postpositive 
conjuction, as has been done hitherto, or as an adverb: Fither “after they 
had settled nearby, they seem to have thought evil thoughts there? or 
“when settling nearby, they are reported to have afterwards thought evil 
thoughts there”; £esrâ cither as “after” or as “afterward”. I have already 
remarked on what seems to be the same ambiguity above, conceming 
birlâ and ötrö; this should probably not be considered an ambiguity 
from the language?'s own point of view, however, but a merely partial 
distinction between adverb and postposition. That £esrâ can also be 


523 Especially because its meaning is not causative: See OTWF 403 (with bibliogra- 
phy) and the discussion in that work of the various petrified converb forms. 
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considered a conjunction has to do with the fact that clause 
subordination ;s, in Old Turkic, often effected in a rather nominal way, 
making an element a postposition on the syntactic and a conjunction on 
the functional level. 


3.31. Adverbs 


Adverbs are lexemes which serve as adjuncts gualifying the verb 
phrase. They come from different sources: */4 sometimes forms local 
or temporal adverbs (e.g. /ünlâ “at night; see OTWF 404-405), 
petrified vowel converbs serve as adverbs (thus e.g. uw/iru in bân utru 
yoridim “I marched forth?; see OTWEF 741). 

There is a formative *// — *d/ which forms adverbs from adjectives, 
as in bo savimin âdgüti â$id, katigdi tiyla “hear my words well and 
listen to them carefuliy?” (KT S 2) from ödgü “good” and katig “hard”. 
Another lexeme formed with this suffix is amfi “now”, whose base lives 
on in South Siberian languages. There is an adverb / “firm(iy), 
constant(İy)” attested in Ht VII 161359 and âdeü ti, üküs tü, ulug ti, 
katig ti, ti yavlak apparentiy are collocations involving this; see EDPT 
432a for further instances. The formative may come from such a 
collocation. nâtâglâti, kalti (both discussed in section 3.134) and 
birtâmlâti “once and for all? are formed with the combination of */4 
and 44. 

There are two other *// elements whose meaning and use does not 
guite permit us to link them to the above: One is ikinti / âkinti “second”, 
the ordinal of iki / âki, which appears with an *n in ikin ara “among 
(the two)”. Another *// is added to an obsolete case suffix *dXr to form 
a group of local adverbs:539 östürti “from above” documented in the 
phrase üstürti kudi “downwards from on high” several times in the 
EDPT and attested also in Maitr 187126, 197r8, 141 r17 and 75 v3 
(üstürti örtlüg yalinlig bi bidgu âtözlâri üzâ yagar “From above fiery 
and flaming knives rain on their bodies”); idtirti “innerly? in TT VA 55 
and 95 and ZiemeAra 77 and its antonym /a$tirti “from outside?” in M 
TI nr.8 MW r12; kedirti “from behind? and its antonym öydürti “from 
before” in one passage in TTI 122 and 123 and kedirti also in Maitr 
67r11.53! -dXn nominals, üstün, iğtin and tağtin, kedin and öndün, come 
from the same local bases as these five. yayirti “afresh, anew”, attested 


529 See Röhrborn”s note to this for the Chinese eguivalent. 
530 -dXr forms appear also with personal and demonstrative pronouns in mintirdin 
“from me”, sindirtin “from you?, mundirtin “from here” and andirtin “from there”. 


51 A secondary form kendirti has been read in Suv 10,9. 
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in OTWEF 798, is probably not formed with this suffix but was a 
petrified converb from an unattested *(4)r- derivate from yayi “new”. | 
take /asirti and fa$irtin, attested in OB 3115, 5547, 5936 and 6259, to 
have been simplified from /a$firti because of the three /s. 

Time adverbs such as /emin “shortly before or afterwards” or a$nu 
“before, carlier? (originally the vowel converb of a$un- “to hurry?) are a 
group by themselves, showing functional affinity to postpositions like 
ötrö When used absolutely to signify “thereupon” (e.g. in Suv 194,16). 
kadan “eventually, at some point in time”, is of pronominal origin. This 
is an indefinite adverb, usually appearing with temporal clauses; some 
examples are guoted in section 3.134. In kadan ol mogoğlar bidilximka 
tâgdilâr ârsâr ol yultuz tâprâmâdin Sük turdi “When those Magi 
eventually reached Bethlehem, ...” (U 1 6, Magi, a Christian text) or in 
kadan küsüsi kanguda ârsâr ... (Suv 362,14) “when, eventually, his 
wish reaches fulfillment ...” it is used with the conditional form; in the 
following the verb is finite: £adan vuu taysi aya igadin bulti, ötrö lovudi 
xan üskintâ utru turup ... tokuz âlig $lok sözlâdi (BT 1 A, 9) “At some 
stage V.T. found his beating board, then stood up in front of the 
emperor L. and... recited 49 gârhâs”. 

A particle such as soka / suka “Just” turns out to have aspectual uses as 
well (like English “just, right when”); see OTWF 381 for some 
preliminary documentation. 

It happens that adverbs are treated as nominals morphologically; from 
the temporal adverb asnu '“carlier', e.g., we have the case forms 
a$snu*da and asnutdin bârütki (further expansion, -k/ governing the 
postpositional phrase). These and asnu*tsinsfa are documented in the 
UW, whose author for this reason takes aSnu to have gotten 
nominalised. öyitn and birlâtn are postpositions with the instrumental 
case suffix, while the base of azutda is a conjunction. Cf. also 
basatsinsta, yügârütdâ and azutsin-ta. this is not really a guestion of 
this or that lexeme getting “hypostasiert?, to use Röhrbom's term, but 
rather of the structural fuzziness around adjuncts in general, as 
discussed in the previous section. 


3.32. Postpositions 
Dealing with the Turkic languages, scholars have distinguished between 


“proper? and “improper? postpositions, which both goverm noun 
phrases.53? The “proper? postpositions of Old Turkic (here simply called 


532 ödün is a postposition which governs what we have called clauses, functioning like 


a conjunction meaning “because” or “in order to”; cf. sections 4.635 and 4.636. Although 
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“postpositions?”) are not inflected as such, although many of them are 
inflected forms of nouns or of verbs. Elements serving as postpositions 
can, on the other hand, be inflected if they serve as adverbs or are used 
in some other function; thus the instrumental öyitn “separately? or adin 
önyilârtâ “in other separate ones (i.e. places)” (Suv 32,21). The 
“improper? postpositions are, in fact, nouns from the morphological and 
the syntactic points of view, both diachronically and synchronicaliy. 
Since they are not postpositions (and not themselves adjuncts) although 
they also serve as heads of postpositional adjunct phrases, we call them 
relational nouns.533 Relational noun constructions are dealt with in 
section 4.22; see section 4.21 for details on the use and functioning of 
postpositions. 

Some of the (proper) postpositions are opague like /âg (e.g. yultuzlar 
fâg “like the stars”). Others have a pronominal origin, like bârü “hither” 
(e.g. in antada bârü “since then”), which might be related to bân “P and 
bo “this”. inaru “forward, further” is both a postposition and an adverb. 
Its base lives on in the case forms inda “thus” and infin “that side”, in 
indip “thus” and perhaps in the shorter allomorph of the 3'İ person 
possessive suffix. ingaru53 in SU N10, the older variant of inaru, is 
clearly a directive of this pronoun. siyar “in the direction of” appcars to 
be identical with the noun signifying “half? or “one of a pair?” and may 
possibly be the dative form of an obsolete pronoun of the shape “si 
(which may live on as the other allomorph of the 3'İ person possessive 
suffix). siyaru, which Hesche 2001 makes likely to have been a 
synonymous postposition in Orkhon Turkic, may originally have been 
the directive form of this base.535 

Still other postpositions come from nominals: özâ “over; by (the use 
of), on the part of” is apparentiy related to üstün “above”; alternately, it 
may come from a noun attested only in the Codex Comanicus (and 
possibiy in Chuvash) with an obsolete variant of the dative case suffix 
(thus T. Tekin) or directive-locative *r4 with subseguent zetacism. 
birlâ “(together) with? comes from bir “one? with the adverbial suffix 
*14;536 in later Old Turkic sources, birlâ can lose its /1/ and/or be 


such units are clauses from the functional point of view and although they involve 
predication, they still also have all the categories, and hence also all the characteristics, 
of nominals. ödün therefore has the meaning of a conjuction but in fact govems these 
units exactliy in the way and in the sense it governs other nominals. 

533 Following Larry Clark?s Turkmen Grammar (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz) 1998. 

534 Spelled thus and not as yarı. 

535 The apparent consistent frontness of the possessive suffix must have been 
secondary; note that monosyllabic nominal bases such as /? “dog” also get fronted. 

536 The function of this suffix is discussed in OTWE p.403-406. Tekin 1968: 110 
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expanded with the instrumental suffix to give bi(r)lân. öyitn is another 
postposition expanded with the instrumental. The instrumental case 
suffix is no doubt to be found also in £en “after”, which is related to 
kedin, kesrâ, kerü, keğ& and kecâ.557 In balik tastin “outside the town”, a 
*DXn derivate (called “orientational? and discussed in section 3.12) 
governs a nominative as a postposition; further examples of *dXn 
forms, governing the ablative, are mentioned in section 3.12. *r4 
nominals such as öyrâ “before, kesrâ “after? and icrâ “inside? are also 
locally relational like *4Xw forms and govern noun phrases in the 
locative or (idrâ) the nominative. osoglug “like? is a -/Xg derivate from 
0Sog “manner? (normaliy, e.g. inU 1141,20, used in a binome with yay, 
a Chinese loan). yaylig, which comes from a base copied from Chinese, 
has a very similar meaning and structure. /âylig, which is also formed 
with */Xg, is guantitative rather than gualitative. yaylig survives asa 
postposition in Uzbek and Turkmen, /âylig in Turkish (deylü > denli). 
Meaning, use and distribution show that these three are not mere 
instances of a complex */Xg construction but have fused and moved 
away from their bases. 

Most postpositions were originally vowel converbs, e.g. £örö “with 
respect to”, ötgürü “because of, fapa “towards” (e.g. inscriptional öik 
tapa yori- “to march against the Cik? < fap- “to find”), asru, fogru (e.g. 
inscriptional kün fogru süyüsdüm “1 fought throughout the day”, < 
fogur- “to C10ss”), ulru “facing;, tâgi “til”. #uta < fut- “to hold” attested 
as postposition in Abhi, signifies “conceming”. fâgrâ “around” is by 
Gabain 1974 $ 286 thought to come from a converb of /âg-ür- “to 
convey”, but the vowel converb of this stem is /U/ and not /A/ and the 
meanings of the two are too far apart; the EDPT is probably right in 
assuming the existence of another verb “fâgir-, which must also have 
served as base for f/âgirmi 'round' and fâgirmân “mill. Some 
conjunctions (e.g. yana / yânâ “again; morcover etc.” from yan- “to 


thought that birlâ was an -4 converb from a denominal verb in “t/-' derived from bir, 
but there is no such denominal formative in Old Turkic. Gabain 1974: 136”s proposal of 
an -4 converb from *bir*i-/- is not possible cither, as the converb vowel of -(X)/- is not 
/A/ but /U/. The idea, in Gabain 1974 par. 295, that bi(r)lân comes from an -n converb 
of a denominal verb “birlâ-' is also unacceptable, as no such verb is known, and as 
birtlâ and bilân etc. are clearly variants of one and the same postposition. 

537 Attempted etymological explanations for ücün “for; because of have assumed an 
instrumental form, generally from wd “tip, extremity”; wc is, in fact, used in some such 
function in Ottoman. Within such an hypothesis, the only way to account for the front 
vowels would be to take v€*titn with the possessive suffix before the instrumental to be 
the source. The possessive suffix may have been fronted also when added to back- 
harmony bases; one would assume it to have caused the fronting of the first syllable 
when the form got fused. Backward fronting is found e.g. in bökün “today? as weli. 
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returm), adjectives and adverbs (e.g. asnu “before” < asun- “to hurry”) 
are lexicalised vowel converbs as well. 

kudi “down” (e.g. sâlânâ kudi yoripan “marching down the S. river” 
BO E37) comes from kud- “to pour”, liguids always moving downward. 
The form is not that of a converb, however, as that would be kuda; 
rather, it belongs, like #öni and yarasi, to the formation in -/, discussed 
in OTWF 340-344. kudi is attested with /u/ in Brahmi script, survives 
with /u/ in Uzbek, Tuvan and Tofa andin ETŞ 9,23 alliterates with 
seven other instances of ku*. The postposition #ön-i “during”, discovered 
by Zieme 1992, is clearly formed in the same manner, as is yaras-i 
“suitable for”: The vowel converbs from these stems end in -4 and -U 
respectively. 

adin “different”, which can function as a postposition, probably comes 
from the base of adir- “to separate” with the formative -(X)n discussed 
in the OTWE. eyin “according to?” could come from ey- “to pursue” with 
the same formative or it could be a petrified shortened -(X)yXn 
converb.533 arfok “more? < ari- “to increase (intr.)”, with a formative 
-(O)k dealt with in the OTWE, also serves as a postposition (cf. UW). 

The border between converbs (of transitive verbs) and such among 
them that have become postpositions is not always clear; the problem 
for the linguist is that both govem noun phrases: Gabain 1974 $ 273 
and 278 and Tekin 1968: 163, e.g., consider asa and kâdâ to be 
postpositions signifying, respectively, “beyond” and “beyond, across”. 
The sentences which they guote, e.g. kögmân asa kirkiz yeriyâ tâgi 
sfülâdimiz/ (BO E 15) “We crossed the Sayan and campaigned all the 
way to the land of the Kirkiz” and kâöm kâdâ cik tapa sülâdim (BO E 26) 
“we crossed the Yenisey and campaigned against the Cik,” give the 


538 Gabain 1974 has iyin in $296 and iyâ in $277, deriving both from the same verb iy- 
translated as “folgen” in the former paragraph and “folgen, verfolgen, bedrângen” in the 
latter. In $277 she also includes the phrase iyâ basa which she translates as “stândig”. 
The two readings both represent eyin, with implicit vowel in the instances guoted as iyâ, 
alef and nün looking identical in the texts in guestion. In the TT VI instance guoted, 
“iyâ” is found only in one ms. while another writes *YYYN, and in the U IlI instance 
'YYYN is added under the line. eyin is found spelled 9 times with e in Brâhmı texts and 
in no case in any other way, and onset e is never used in those texts to represent any 
other vowel in word onset. I now no longer think that the first verb in the biverb ey- 
bas- is to be read as iy-, as against OTWF 602-3: The Tekin proposal for reading Tes E5 
is in any case too uncertain to make the difference. In “Bemerkungen zum lexikalischen 
Sondergut des Uigurischen”, an unpublished lecture held at the Frankfurt VATEC 
symposium (September 2002), K. Röhrborn expressed the view that eyin / iyin comes 
from a misreading of âvin “grain; single hair” by being part of a loan translation of a 
Sanskrit expression; this seems unlikely to me, for reasons which cannot be detailed 
here. 
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impression that they are converbs and not postpositions. The examples 
with as-a and /og-a refer to the crossing of mountain chains, those with 
kâc-â to the crossing of rivers. Such words can be called postpositions 
if they are lexicalised in a meaning in any way distinct from that of the 
verb (e.g. /ap- “to find” vs. the postposition /fapa “towards”) and if they 
are also attested in a way which does not call for a subject. With öyi 
“separate or distinct from', there is a functional ambiguity as to 
postpositional or adverbial function discussed in section 4.2 below.53? 

The common postposition sayu, presumabiy a petrified converb form 
from the obsolete verb sa- “to denumerate, enumerate, recount”, serves 
as a peculiar amalgam of “all? with locativity; it signifies “to all, in ali, 
at all places”: wus$ sayu balik sayu kim bâglâri ... ârsâr (TT V1 9) “In 
all states, in all cities, ... whoever are their rulers, ...”. It is still in use in 
languages so remote from each other as Yakut (ayi) and Krymchak and 
finds its analogue in Mongolian büri. Like the other postpositions 
governing the nominative, sayu as well goverms the accusative of 
possessive suffixes; e.g. ay fâyri künin sayu “on every day of the Moon 
God (Xw 301). 

tâgimlig “worthy of ...” is derived with the formative -(X)m/Xe dealt 
with in OTWF section 3.322. Beside the common ayagka tâgimlig 
“venerable?, instances such as alkiska tâgimlig “praiseworthy?, iki 
didimka tâgimlig, “worthy of the two crowns?, miy ögmâkkâ tâgimlig 
“worth a thousand praises” guoted in OTWF show that Uygur had 
created a postposition of this form, governing the dative. 

In Orkhon Turkic the noun yan “side” became a postposition 
signifying “on the side of ; in addition, it follows synharmonism.5*9 We 
find it in kantfa yan “from those around the khan” (Tuü 33), birtdin 
yân “on the southern side?, öytdün yân “on the castern side” and 
yirtdin*tta yan “from the northerm side? (Tuü 11) and fâyrikân yân 
“beside his majesty? (Ongin F5). yAn shares the feature of adhering to 
synharmonism with the postposition /âg “like”. In k£antfta yan and 
yirtdinsta yan in Tuğ, the two Orkhon Turkic instances of yAn where it 
follows vowels, these vowels are not actually explicit, which would be 


539 There does not appear to be any grammatical or functional ambiguity concerning 
alku “all”, mentioned as a postposition in Gabain 1974 $ 272: As shown in its UW entry 
and elsewhere, it is always an adjective (sometimes used adverbially, like many 
adjectives) and never a postposition; it seems more likely to have come ftom a 
contraction of the verbal nominal *a/k-gu than from a vowel converb (as stated in the 
UW), because the converb vowel of a/k- is /A/. 

540 bağan “to me” sağan “to yow in Anatolian dialects and in Kazakh may possibly be 
contractions of the normal datives baya and saya with this element; I know of'no other 
explanation for these forms. 
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the normal spelling of vowels at the end of words (and often indeed at 
the end of stems); nor is there any punctuation mark before yan. From 
this it follows that the scribe actually felt yAn to be a suffix. We cannot 
go so far, as this element actually follows the locative case suffix and as 
this would be the only instance where the locative form of a noun 
would be followed by another case suffix; but synharmonism does 
bring yAn guite some way into that direction. 

In the inscriptional pronoun seguences antag “like that? (related to o/ 
that”) and montag “like this” (related to bo “this? ), fâg also follows the 
harmony of the base. Note that the base of these two forms is the 
obligue stem and not the accusative form, which otherwise serves as 
pronominal base for postpositions governing the nominative of simple 
nouns. The same clearly happened to nâfâg, which is spelled as one 
word though otherwise identical to nâ /âg, and gets expanded to give 
adverbial nâfâgtin and nâtâg“lâti (cf. section 3.31). In the Orkhon 
inscriptions, anfag still altermates with antâg. sizintâg “like you” in the 
archaic Manich&an ms. in ChristManManus (r10, clearly visible on the 
facs.) must be another example for this process, since sizin* is the 
obligue base while sizni is the accusative of this pronoun. In view of all 
this, -44g can be said to have become a case suffix as far as pronouns 
are concemed. İn bimfâgi “someone like me? in Tuü 57 (before 
Alyılmaz 2000: 110-111 erroneously read as “büntâgi') the base is also 
the obligue stem. The possessive suffix at the end is demanded by the 
context: A /âg phrase gets a possessive suffix also in bars tfâgtim “my 
tiger-like one” in the runiform epitaph E28,1; possessive suffixes are 
not normally added to postpositional phrases. 


3.33. Conjunctions 


Conjunctions are elements joining clauses to their matrix sentences, 
linking sentences to their context, linking sentence parts or noun 
phrases to each other and the like. They normally precede the stretch 
which is in their scope, but örkân and the collective numerals (see 
below) follow what they subordinate. Conjunctions generally do not 
goverm the elements they are attached to, but subordinating 
conjunctions like &im can be considered to govem what they 
subordinate. The postposition ödün can also be considered a 
conjunction where, in its causal use, it often serves for subordinating 
clauses; cf. /apigöi kirkinlari âgsük kârgâk üdün (Maitr 120123) 
“because her serving maids were insufficient or lacking', with ölün 
subordinating the predication as a whole. Conjunctions do not demand 
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that what is in their scope should have any particular form. Many of the 
elements mentioned in this section are not conjunctions in the narrow 
sense, but all serve the task of in some way connecting. What follows is 
an unstructured and possibly incomplete list. 

birök and ymâ are mentioned among the connective-adversative 
particles (section 3.342) and not among the conjunctions as their 
presence does not bring about subordination or coordination but is 
optional in these juncture types; their function is to make the logical, 
semantic or rhetorical relationship between subordinating and 
subordinated clauses (more) explicit. 

Let us, here, first mention a number of coordinating elements: faki 
functions as coordinating conjunction signifying “and”. We translate 
muntada adin taki öyi a$ ilgü yok (Suv 610,16) as “There is no other or 
different food than this (i.e. than eating the prince)”, but use “or” only 
because English demands such translation under negation. What is 
linked in the previous example are two postpositions; in the following 
example two nominal clauses having the same predicate are linked: 
ancama kutlug bo üd kolo ... taki kutlug bo yer oron kim... “So happy is 
this tüme and so happy this place that ...” (MaitrH XV 615). In what 
follows the linkage takes place between full verbal sentences: bir 
âkintikâ karganurlar alkanurlar taki ... okisurlar (M 1 9,11-14) “They 
curse cach other and shout at each other”; amari finliglar öaxri ânirâr 
yün ânirâr kentir âyirâr, böz batatu kars tokiyur, taki ymâ adrok uzlar 
kântü kântü uz isin islâyür (KP 2,5) “Many people make wool or hemp 
thread, weave linen or woolen cloth and (in general) various 
professionals carry out each his special profession?. In some other cases 
(mentioned in the next section) /aki must be considered a particle rather 
than a conjunction; while the two uses clearly have a common source 
(see OTWF 340 for an etymology which accords with both meanings), 
these should probably be considered different elements synchronically. 
taki is not attested in runiform inscriptions; it does appcar twice in the 
(runiform) Irk Bitig. 

yana was originalIy the vowel converb of yan- “to return); it appears 
with back harmony in Orkhon Turkic. Subseguentiy, in Uygur, it 
changed to yânâ and yenâ; yânâ ök, e.g. in TT X 17, shows the new 
harmony class. It became an adverb signifying “again” before it also 
developed a conjunctive function, then bearing the meaning “moreover” 
(also in combinations such as yenâ ök or yenâ ymâ). 

azu “or appears already in Orkhon Turkic azu bo savimda igid bar 
gu? (KT S 10) “Or is there anything false in these my words?” In 
KöktüTurf TM 342 1r 1-4, a runiform ms., there are two consecutive 


338 CHAPTER THREE 


sentences both starting with ozu; in such cases the translation should be 
*either ... or”. See the UW entry for Uygur documentation. azu cannot 
be the petrified converb of az- “to stray”, as stated in UW 324a, as that 
is aza (cf. UW 319a for Uygur evidence for this). azula (also 
documented there) has a similar meaning and use as azu and no doubt 
comes from it. Cf. also azusinta “beside; on its side” (attested only in 
Ht) and the even rarer azuki “secondary, subsidiary”. 

ârmâsâr, the negative conditional form of the copula, serves as an 
adversative conjunction with meanings such as 'otherwise” or 
“however”; examples are given in UW 445a. In USp 24 we find bo/-ma- 
sa with the same meaning and function. 

In Uygur, ap practically always appears in pairs of stretches, where it 
signifies “both ... and”; in longer chains its meaning can be given as “as 
well as”. See the UW for this documentation; in many of the instances 
ap is followed by the particle ymwâ. The UW also guotes one seguence 
of two instances in U II 4,2 where, after a sentence with a negative 
verb, the two aps signify “neither ... nor”. In the UW the U II passage 
appcars as the only example for this latter meaning, but we find it also 
in Wettkampf*! 17-18: bo tört savda adin tusulmagay, ap alp 
ârdâmüâniz, ap özlük baslik atiniz “Nothing beside these three words 
will serve you, neither your bravery nor your high-bred race-winning 
horse”. ap is used also in Çarakhanid sources; there, however, all the 
instances are negative: The DLT has double ap signifying “neither ... 
nor; in one OB and one Middle Turkic example, there is single ap 
following a negative verb and introducing a positive verb form, to be 
translated as 'nor”. 
documentation for andip are discussed in section 3.132. The examples 
for anip all show it at the beginning of sentences but not of 
paragraphs, preceded by -&/ or -m/$ in the historical narrative of the 
inscriptions but by a nominal sentence in the epilogue of the IrgB. 
ancip always signifies “having done that; thereupon?. This is also the 
meaning of inlip in the following passages: inda sakintim ... mini ... 
(TTILI 40) “I thought you would ... make me into an elect. As a result 
of that my heart has not calmed down till now”. TT ILI is Manich&an; 


541 Published after the appearance of the fascicle of the UW containing the entry for 
ap; the positive translation offered by the editors does not suit the context. 

542 In SP 32 (context fragmentary) the transliteration gives 'NCYP but should be 
corrected; the transcription correctiy writes ndip' (see facs.). By origin this word and 
ancdip appear to be pronoun — verb hybrids. 
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another Manich&an instance: In #ümkâ ârdim ârsâr ymâ inip yana 
kamgak kântirkâ tayakligin köntülmis tâg boltum ârdi (At VU 1974) 
“Even though I was foolish, I had thereupon again become like the 
kamgak plant which gets upright by leaning upon hemp? the main 
barda ökünür biz bilinür biz. inip tükâl bilgâ tâyri tâyrisi burxan 
kanimizni körür biz, nolmin âsidür) biz (TT IWB 23) “Now we repent 
and admit all that. As a result of this we now sce our father the perfectiy 
wise Buddha, king of kings, and Jlisten to his teaJching”. 

âdsiz nây is islâyü umaz, inip ârli uzuntonluglü nâdâkâtâgi bes tâyri 
külin yemâsâr nây âtöz sâvigin uvutsuz isig sürü umaz “Just as e.g. 
craftsmen can by no means carry out their craft without material, 
similarly men and women can by no means carry out the shameless 
activity by bodily love as long as they do not use the power of the 
fivefold god”. m TT Il 79 jndip appears to signify “because”: busus 
kadgu bâlgüsi âyirâ turur; indip âdgü kilindig eslârkâ inanmaginda ... 
“The marks of sorrow haunt you; because, as long as you don't trust 
helpful friends (you will not get rid of| (anxiety)?. Sometimes inlip 
signifies “hereby? or “in spite of this”; the EDPT (mentioning a number 
of additional examples) also gives the meanings “this being so; so much 
for that; on the other hand; but” and “then”. 

The adverb udu “following, after? has been derived from the verb ud- 
“to follow”, which did not survive in Old Turkic. m Tuü 55 we find udu 
used as a conjunction: elferi$ xagan kazganmasar udu bân özüm 
kazganmasar ... “If king Elteris kagan had not won and if I myself had 
not won (cither), ...”. 

kalti “for instance” does not itself normally create comparison as it is 
practically always used together with elements doing that: the eguative 
case or the postposition /âg. With /âg it appcars e.g. in kalfi yagi 
alkinmi$ yula tâg (Maitr 103v11) “for instance like a beacon whose oil 
has been consumed?, with an eguative in ü€ yavlak yolka tüsügli anda ol 
kalti bo yertâki tuprakda (TT VW1337) “those who fall into the three evil 
ways are (as numerous) as e.g. the soil in this earth”. In the last sentence 
kalti correlates with anda, in the following one with andulayu: saya 
utruntai kisilâr anculayu bolur kalti ... isi küdügi bütmâyök tâg (TT 1 
52) “People who oppose you are, for instance, similar to somebody ... 
whose business does not work out”. It appears with an aorist in the 
eguative case in kalfi... kün tâyri orninta yarok ay tâyri yasiyu bâlgürâ 
yarlikarda eligimiz ... bâlgürâ yarlikadi (U 57,7) “our king graciously 
appeared ..., like, e.g., the bright moon's shining appearance instead of 
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the sun”, with a demonstrative of manner in inca kalti tâyri yerintâ ... 
divine realm? (MaitrH XV 1v21). The following comparative sentence 
serves as a comparison to the one preceding it, whence twice kalfi: kalti 
ol kisi âtözin bulugli yalyuklarta kerigün€ köyüllüg tinliglar anda ol 
kalti tiryak üzâki tuprakda “as, e.g., among people who acguire a human 
body, creatures with faith are e.g. like soil on one's fingernail” (TT VI 
338). Finally, kafi introduces converbial clauses ending in -(X)p or 
-sAr, with the same meaning: kalfi yürün tasig alsar “if, for instance, 
one takes the white stone” in BlattRun, a runiform ms., where the 
author dwells on one of the stones after mentioning it together with 
some others. In M Il nr.4 r9-v18 the human body is compared to the 
ocean which is jostled and shaken by winds coming from all different 
directions; the element £a/fi appears in this passage seven times, five 
times with -s.Ar clauses and twice with noun phrases. In one of these the 
meaning “for instance? is still acceptable; in ancula mây(i)zlig ârürlâr 
kalti ulug tal'uy s(a)jmutri kim bulgak tfâlgâki/ üküs ol (116) “They (i.e. 
all thoughts, feelings, forces etc.) look like the great sea samudra, 
whose whirling and jostling is great” however, there is neither *G4 nor 
tâg and kalti should signify “as”. kalfi bo tört sav agzanyizda tutsar siz, 
inlip ulug takda munda kurtulgay siz (Wettkampf 21) “masmuch as you 
mention these four words, to that degree will you be relieved of the 
great sadness and trouble? apparently shows kalfi and inlip in an carly 
correlative function, these two elements originally coming from 
interrogative ka* and demonstrative in* respectively. See section 3.134 
conceming the etymology of kalfi and some other meanings it has. 

The postposition ö?rö is discussed in section 3.32; governing a Zero 
anaphoric and thus serving as temporal adverb it comes to mean 
“hereupon?. In an instance like the following, however, ö/rö6ö has 
become an introductory element (here translated as “well?): amfi bo 
savig magat ulusta ... bilmis ukmis kârgâk. ötrö /..J atavaki yâk katig 
ünin kikfiripj ... tünliglarig ölürgâli ugradi (TT X 33) “Now this matter 
has to be imagined in the country of Magadha, ... . Well, the demon 
Atavaka shouted with a loud voice, intending to kill ... living beings”. 

kim is a subordinating conjunction placed before the clause it governs. 
In ötündilâr kim kâlürmis ârdilâr üc törlüg közün& “They said they had 
brought three types of present” (U I 6,14, Magjer) it introduces an 
utterance as an object of a verb of speaking (section 4.7). kim can 
introduce consecutive clauses (discussed in section 4.637), causal 
clauses (section 4.635) or final clauses (section 4.636). In the latter two 
the verb is in the conditional or in a volitional form, whereas 
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consecutive clauses have &im with indicative verb forms. bo yer üzâ 
nân andag t(â)v kür yâlvi arvi$ yok kim ol umasar (M TI 5,10) “There is 
no such trick and magic in this world as he would not be capable of” is 
an example of kim used for the introduction of a relative clause (as 
described in section 4.612). The (Oarakhanid) OB also has relative 
clauses introduced by kim, with a finite verb or with the -s4(r) form. 

apam “in case” appcars to have always been used with the conditional, 
mostliy together with the particle birök; see the UW for documentation. 
Unlike English “if, its presence is not a condition for conditional 
meaning. However, as stated in the EDPT entry, -s4r also has non- 
conditional uses and apam selects the conditional one. OB and DLT use 
apay instead of apam. In case the Çarakhanid variant does not represent 
the original shape of this conjunction, its original meaning may have 
been “now”: I tend to follow Ramstedt (as mentioned in the UW entry) 
in believing it to be a derivate of *am “now” with intensifying 
reduplication; the semantic process seems a likely one. 

The postposed conjunctions ârkli (runiform inscriptions) and ârkân 
(the rest of Old Turkic) are discussed in section 4.633 and signify 
“while (being)? or “when (being); examples for ârkân are also listed 
and classified in UW 433-434; They tum sentences, normally having an 
aorist verb form or a noun phrase as predicate, into temporal adjuncts. 
The negative counterpart of positive aorist * örkân is -m4z ârkân in 
Oarakhanid, -mAzkAn in Uygur. ârkân-ki is, however, made to goverm 
negative aorists in two late texts, as documented in the UW entry for it. 
See OTWEF 62 for possible etymologies for -mAzkAn (and cf. Bang 
1915: 631-32), OTWEF 383 for ârkân in general5# and cf. section 4.633 
below. It might, perhaps, be possible to take it to be syncopated from 
*ârür kân (with the emphatic particle £4n); that would make it similar 
to -mAzkAÂn, in case this same explanation can be offered for that suffix 
(which see in section 4.633). 


543 Living on in this meaning to this day in Sayan Turkic and probabiy eliminated 
everywhere else due to its phonic similarity with the noun signifying “vulva”. (In Proto- 
Turkic this noun may have signified “mouth” and not “vulva”, to judge by its Mongolic 
cognate.) Old Turkic amti “now” is no doubt formed from the same base with the adverb 
forming suffix *7. 

544 Johanson 1994: 177 finds the view expressed therein unconvincing but has no 
alternative explanation. örkân cannot be a converb of âr- “to be”, as expressly stated in 
UW 433, as no converb suffix -kân is attested in any other word. 
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3.34. Particles 


Particles are unbound elements of weak or no lexicality, which are not 
marks of grammatical categories cither; they do not inflect but some 
come from inflected forms of other words. Particles are classifiable by 
scope and position. The term “particle” is not defined by any syntactic 
task but by prosodic and/or word-order dependence of such elements on 
other words; particles can serve to connect, e.g., or fulfill other tasks. 
The border between “particles? and what I have listed as “conjunctions” 
is fuzzy, as elements such as ymâ and birök, dealt with below 
(especially p.477), show both clitic and clause-starting behaviour. 

The emphatic element Ok, the interrogative mU and the late maf or 
mAt are instances of postclitics. When such particles are joined to a 
phrase or clause consisting of more than one word, they can insert 
themselves within it after the first word, though their scope may be the 
whole phrase; e.g. ol ok oron in mayiri bodisavt ol ok oronta olorup ... 
“The bodhisattva Maitreya sat down in /haf very place”. Im kuğmazlar 
mu ârdi? (DKPAMPb 608) “weren't they wont to embrace”” or mini 
sâvâr mü siz (KP 6,4-5) “Do you love me?” such a particle introduces 
itself into a verb phrase, before the auxiliary in the first case, before a 
clitic pronoun in the second. Other particles, e.g. cak and ây, are 
proclitics. Clitic particles share the feature of phonetic dependence with 
affixes. What distinguishes them from affixes is that affixes are added 
to narrow sets of lexeme classes, whereas particles can generally be 
added to wide arrays of them; their scope covers whole words or even 
phrases. Unlike postpositions, particles do not govern their scope. They 
are here classified as emphatic, connective-adversative, epistemical and 
volitive. 


3.341. Emphatic particles 

The clitic particle Ok emphasizes the word it follows. It drops its vowel 
when added to some elements ending in vowels, e.g. indâtk in v 2 of 
the runiform ms. edited in SEddTF 1 542 and TT ILI 29, indak (with 
dotted O; Manich&an script) in M1 7,17, ancak and antak (the latter 
two guoted with numerous examples in the UW), ölürtâcik < ölürtâdi 
ök in Tuü 11, andulayuk in LautBemerk 29 beside anculayu ok on 1.43 
of the same text. The fact is that anda ok and anta ok are also common, 
anda ok even more than ancak. Uygur also has numerous instances 
where Ok regularly retains its vowel after bases ending in vowels, e.g. 
bo ok, munta ok, saya ok, ymâ ok, yânâ ök, antakya ok, körmistâ ök, 
yarlikamista ok and so forth. That non-elision is phonetically real is 
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shown by Brâhmi instances, bo ok (TT VMI H3), ani ok (TT VOI D18) 
and incgâkyâ ök (TT VII F14). Note, though, that ök in yânâ ök is, e.g. 
inTTX 17 and 358, spelled not *WYK but *WK, in the way in which 
rounded vowels are spelled in non-first syllables; i.e. the scribe at least 
partly felt the two units to “belong together”. 

Ok can apparently be added to any part of speech, as the examples 
above show. An example such as k£örmistâ ök “the moment he saw? just 
guoted shows that it can be added to temporal expressions; another such 
instance is bo nomka kertgünmâgüğü tinlig yoriyu turur ârkân ök ölüp 
bargaylar (Tachi 28-9) “Creatures who do not believe in this teaching 
will suddeniy die right? in the middle of their life”. 

In the Tufi inscription there are four instances of a particle kök, 
presumabiy consisting of (O)k Ok: In all the instances it appears at the 
end of a sentence, after a finite verb form ending in a vowel (e.g. 
ölürtâdi kök “he will really kill (us)?); it may therefore just be that it is 
in complementary distribution with Ok, a mere k after vowels 
presumabiy not being felt to be expressive enough. 

cak is a preposed particle signifying “Just, exactly, no other”: kim ârti 
ârki ölürtâği — ögökkyâm — dak sini (Suv 626,20) “Who might it have 
been, my darling, who singled you out for killing?”; there is a similar 
instance in BuddhKat 23. cak amti (Suv 612,20) is “right now”. Another 
temporal instance of this particle is guoted in ZehnGeb p. 67 from 
MaitrH: dak bo kolota ymâ sakimuni ... sigun aZuninta tugdi ârti “Right 
at this moment, now, Sâkyamuni .. had been bornasadeer”. DLT 
fol.167 says that dak is “a particle expressing the ... exact identity ofa 
thing” and gives the examples dak ol atni tutil “Hold that very horse!” 
and cak amadni urgil “Hit the target on the nose”. 

soka, for which more than a dozen examples are listed in OTWF 381, 
appears to have a similar meaning; Its Chinese eguivalent signifying 
“geradewegs, genau, direkt” is mentioned in the note to Ziemelegenden 
p.152 1.8 (ms. filling a lacuna in Suv 8,1). Some of the instances have it 
together with ygerayu; in some others it is used for stating that 
something happens “right that very moment”: (suka sözlâyü turur ârkân 
(AbitAnk 68) “right while speaking”. soka may come from sok- “to hit, 
beat” (or from suk- *to thrust im, in which case it would be suka). 
Unlike dak and kAn it is not added to time adverbs. 

kAn is added to adverbial temporal expressions and appcars to give 
them some meaning such as the one which “just” has when gualifying 
“now or “then”. We find it with amfi “now” and asnu “before 
(examples for both in the UW), erfâ “early in the moming', öyrâ 
“before” (cf. OTWEF 62) and as yayirtu kan (BuddhUig 1 227) “recently”. 
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Then we have anc(a)ginca kan yarin y(a)r'udi kün tugdi (M 1 6,19) “In 
a short while dawn broke and the sun rose; anc(a)ginda is a hybrid 
from antda with the temporal -g/nc4 converb meaning “until? with 
perfective verbs, and clearly formed in analogy with that converb: kAn 
is attested with a regular -g/nc4 form in /a$ikginca kan “Just until (you) 
get out” (fragment guotedinan.to BT V 521; WilkKatMan nr. 143 
vi). The temporal form in -mA4zkAn dealt with in section 4.633 may 
also have been formed with this particle (though -m4z is not in 
temporal adverbial use as the words in the scope of £An guoted in this 
section are). If one accepts this derivation in spite of the problem, one 
can not exclude that âörkân “while” comes from “ârür kân by 
syncopation and assimilation of the two /1/5. 

The emphatic particle mat is added to personal (sâön in the OB), 
demonstrative (bolarni in ETŞ 12.6, bo 15,57, andag in the DLT) and 
interrogative (nâfâg and kim*i in the OB) pronouns and to verb forms 
(three in -g4//, three in -47/ and once the future in -g4 in the DLT). I is 
always spelled together with them and may have followed vowel 
harmony, as assumed by the editors. If it did, it should be related to the 
second syllable of âvât — öwât — yâmât “yes? (DLT). This may linkit to 
bat “guickly and for sure” (DLT fol.161, TT VTI 28,28 and37,H123, 
39 and 43), which stands before the verb. Words of Turkic origin do not 
have onset /m/ except when the following consonant is a nasal, but 
another clitic starting with /m/ is mU. mat might, on the other hand, be 
related to Mongolic mayad (pronounced with |tJ) *certainly, really”, 
attested from the Secret History on and in modern Mongolic languages 
(and borrowed into Turkic Karaim). The ultimate source appcars to 
have been Sogdian, which has an element m ” (with long a) “thus?; this 
is exactly the meaning given to mat by Kâğgarı.5** 

A particle & is in Suv 34g,22, BT VM A 132 and 276 and BT XIII 
3,29 in conditional clauses added to the particle birök with no 
noticeable difference in meaning or function; in Maue 1996 14,7, a 
Brâhmi source, birökli appears in fragmentary context.5” In section 3.4 


545 The translation is tentative and follows anda meaning “a little bit”. 

546 For “yes” cf. the semantic development of Latin sic > Romance si. bat must have 
been created at a stage when onset /m/ was unacceptable. One or two runiform instances 
of bat are not very clear. When Classical Mongol *X” reflects the pronunciation |a:J, as 
happens in some of the instances, it is pronounced as |a:J) in Modern Mongolic 
languages, which is not the case with this word; modern usage may, however, be a case 
of spelling pronunciation, which also sometimes happens. 

547 Ottoman eğerçi, which is mentioned in the note to BT XIlI 3,29, was borrowed 
from Persian and has concessive meaning in both of those languages (cf. Turkish gerçi). 
However, this opens the possibility that Uygur öi was borrowed from some Iranian 
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we find that & is also in Maitr added a number of times to presentative 
muna. İn both cases di is spelled together with the preceding element.548 

ân “most” is preposed to noun phrases, e.g. in ây öyrâ “the foremost”; 
it is often spelled with two alef. See the UW entry concerning its uses 
in Uygur. It appears to have joined some words following it in closer 
juncture: ây ür “lately, recently?” with öy ürsün and ây ürtki are all 
spelled as single words, as guoted in UW 389a. Further cf. ây mintin 
“even”, which is often spelled as one word, documented in UW 388; 
note also that the very common ây ilki “the very first” is already in KT 
E32 spelled as "kl, without the I which would have appeared before 
the 2 if the scribe had taken ây to be a word by itself. Its synonym â/ 
bas-*la-yuski also got fused. 

The phrase ây mintin “even” should probabiy also be considered a 
particle; see the UW for examples: It either gualifies sentences or 
clauses or (with a meaning similar to Turkish preposed /a) phrases. 

ayi and kodi as in ayi kodi öpkâsi kâlip ... (Hts V 287) “he got 
exceedingliy furious? are intensifying particles. ayi “very? appears to be 
shortened from ayig “bad”, as words like “terribly” in many languages 
get downgraded to mere intensifying meaning. £odi should not be 
confused with kudi “down”. 

AlI types of negation are intensified by preposing idi “by (no) means, 
(not) at all”: idi oktsuz “with no interruption at all”; görk bodun tâmir 
kapigka ... tâgmis$ idi yok ârmis (Tut 46-47) “It had never been the case 
before that the United Nation'* had reached the Iron Gate” and idi 
yorimazun “by no means must they roam around” are all three from the 
Orkhon inscriptions and there are many more inscriptional examples. 
From Uygur e.g. siziyâ idi bilmâyöki kalmadi (At VU 1802) “has 
certainly not remained unknown to you”. Gabain deals with this particle 
inthen.tol. 70 of her 1935 edition of a portion of Ht; she guotes a 
number of instances, some of which show that idi need not be adjacent 
to the negative element. She there spells the word as “idi” proposing to 


language, where it could have meant “what”; cf. Latin sigwi, siguid, siguidem, whose 
second syllable is a cognate of Persian ci. 

548 The particles &i in the Mongolian Secret History and öU in later Mongolian (best 
dealt with in Street 1984) differ somewhat from Uygur & and cU (the latter discussed 
below) both in distribution and function, but may still be related: Uygur & appears in 
conditional clauses while Mongolian &U became part of a concessive verb form. Cf. the 
adversative or concessive particles ci in Khakas and G in Shor. Uygur & and 
Oarakhanid cU differ in shape, function and distribution and cannot be eguated. 

59 T do follow the semantic interpretations of Tezcan 1991 but there seems to be no 
doubt that the author was here using the term #ürk bodun to refer to the state in the name 
of which he was speaking. 
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connect it etymologically with the verb /d- “to send”. This is rather 
unlikely, as the spelling in runiform sources shows d”. The only place 
where idi appears without an explicit negative is in a description of how 
the Uygur ruler Bügü Khan made Manich&ism his state religion. He 
there (TT ILI 44) says (among other things) ... â/'öz mânisi... közümtâ 
idi ucuz yinik bolti “... bodily pleasures ... became guite worthless in my 
eyes”. This appcars to be negative by sense, in that yinik and especially 
ucuz reflect a negative value judgement. 

nâny strengthens negations, signifying “(not) any”: e.g. nây kiginâ 
bermâdök “he is said not to have given any answer; nâny buyug yok 
“you have no trouble at al”. It can also signify “by (no) means”, as in 
nâny olar mamika kiz üdün busanmazlar (TT X 523) “They are by no 
means sorry about the girl Mamik&”. | take this to come from nây 
“thing? 59 discussed in section 3.134. No other originally Turkic words 
(except nâ “what”, the presumable source of the two nân) begin with 
/Mm/. Ht VII 636 has nây idi... yok, linking two particles. m Manich&an 
texts nây gets contracted with (interrogative-) indefinite pronouns: 
kimkây < kimskâ nân is attested in ManErz 265,24 and, as kimkân 
belrmâz/ mfâ)n “1 don't give it to anybody” in DreiPrinz 71. k(â)ntüni 
kimiy nâny körmâz “nobody can see him in any way? (DreiPrinz 14) 
appcars to show the particle doubly, once with and once without 
contraction. The meaning of nâ ârsâr “any” is similar, e.g. in muyar nâ 
ârsâr yazok yok (PaücFrag Il 23) “He does not have any sins”. Other 
preposed (probabiy a bit more lexical) strengtheners are ârtiyü, andakya 
and ar(i)ti. The last two strengthen negations, as in burxan kutilig 
küsüsinlâ ancakya ymâ tinmatin ... isiyâ ... arifi armadi (U W A272-3) 
“Not leaving off a bit in his wish for Buddhadom, he did not at all get 
tired...ofhistask...”. 


3.342. Connective or adversative particles 

The connective and occasionally topicalising particle ymâ is often 
postelitic; in fact, it often breaks noun phrases apart, inserting itself 
after their first element. E.g., it gets introduced between a noun anda 
demonstrative gualifying it, as in ol ymâ ugurda “On that occasion, 
then, ...(Maue 1996 1. 3,96) or ol ymâ nirvan mânisi “that bliss of 
nirvâna, now. Further bir ymâ âmgâktin ozmatin “not saving 
(themselves) from even one suffering?. ölü ymâ umaz biz (MaitrH XX 
14r17) “Yet we are unable to die?” shows it breaking a verb phrase apart. 
The source of such behaviour, found also with Ok and mU, is not that 


550 As French rien “nothing” comes from Latin rem “thing” (accusative) and Latin nihi/ 
“nothing? from ne hilum “not a thread”. 
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the scope of the particles is limited to the first word; rather, it is 
identical to the phenomenon described for many carly Indo-Huropean 
languages by Wackeragel”s law, whereby there is a slot for clitics after 
the first word of sentences. 

ymâ can also be used in topicalizing function in correlative context, 
e.g. bay ymâ bar, yok digay ymâ bar (KP 6,1) “There are both rich and 
poor people”. In the following example, a still different translation for 
ymâ is indicated: koltgudilar yiglayu barsar tegin ymâ iglayu kalir ârti 
(KP 10,6) “When the beggars went away crying, the prince would stay 
behind, a/so crying”. 

Orkhon Turkic has nearly 20 examples of ymâ and none appcars at the 
beginning of a sentence or of any other syntactic structure. However, at 
a post-Orkhon stage, ymâ lost part of its its weak prosodic status. In the 
runiform ms. Dispute 1 r3-v2 we already find ymâ biri anda temi$ ... 
ymâ ikinti âr anda temis ... ymâ bo slavfig indâk öznâmislâr “Well, one 
of them said ... Then the other man said... This is how they argued 
about this matter, but ...'; there are instances of onset ymâ also in Xw 
177-181. C£. further ymâ ulugi tâyri inda tep tedi (HamTouHou 1, 1) 
“Well, the greatest among the gods said the following”. 

mA appears to be a shortened variant of clitic ymâ (cf. Bang 1909: 
235) generally used with pronouns: E.g. in biz mâ uzun yasap ... “we 
also, living a long time, will ..” in ChrManManus, Manich&an 
fragmentr 15; cf. kayu ma oronta (BT XNI 13,140) “at any place”, nâdâ 
mâ ulisa (OB 1371) “however much he howls”, nâgükâ mâ tildamayin 
“not taking anything as pretext” (LeCogSchriftk 108: 15), aya ma “for 
that as well” (TT VII 41,15), kim mâ yok (BT XII 2,75) “There is 
nobody at all” or kim kim mâ “any person” (HandUigUrk p.456, 1.12). 
The well attested anda ma “so much” (normaliy spelled as andama) is 
documented in the UW, in one instance in correlatlon with indcâmâ / 
indama; so is the less common andulayu ma “Just in that way”, attested 
thrice in M I and also spelled as one word. | have met nâmâ, which 
replaced nâ in many modem Turkic languages, only in a very late 
Tantric text, BeidaFu TI 1r2,; an apparentiy instrumental form nâmân 
was, however, read already in Ht 127 and 54. Cf. also nâgümüâ “any sort 
of” (Adams 56,29) < nât(4)gU ymâ. ol-ok ma (MT 11,8) “that as well” 
shows that the particle (O)k precedes the particle (y)mâ when both are 
to be added to a stem. 

In a letter (UigBrief C), reflecting spoken language, we find mâ once 
after amti “now? (which is, in fact, deictic like the pronouns); amti ma 
also appcars once in another late text in TT VI. In the same letter we 
also have it twice after nouns, once signifying “either?” and once “and”; 
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aka enilâr mâ barip körüp kalmaz (9) “the elder and younger brothers 
do not come to see us and stay either”; yerni mâ kari kisini unitmi$ 
bolgay sân (12) “you will have forgotten home and your old people”. 
OTWEF 422 (footn. 9) proposed reading küdâp mâ tariyur m(â)n in 
HamTouHou 29,17-18, where the editor reads küdâp m(â)n tariyur 
m(â)n. The latter is less likely as -(XW)p converbs and the superordinate 
verb normally share their subject and there would be no reason to repeat 
the pronoun. Another instance of m4 added to an -(Xp converb is 
âtâkim yadip ma yüküfnür mânj “1 bow, spreading my skirt.”53! 

birök, signifying “however? or corresponding to non-temporal “now”, 
is an adversative connective mostly found in sentences with the verb 
form in -s4r; e.g. in correlative constructions: kim birök fâyri 
burxannany bir plajdakda tâylig nom bilir ârsâr, ol kâlip elig bâgkâ 
sözlâzün (U 11129,16) “Anybody who knows even as little as one line of 
the divine Buddha?s teaching, however, let him come and tell (it) to the 
king'. A number of examples, many of them at the beginning of 
clauses, are cited in sections 4.64 and 4.65 below. In MaitrH XV 3v4 it 
appears with instrumental suffix, as birökin (clearly visible on the 
facsimile).552 

taki is a conjunction (see section 3.33 for that), an adverb anda 
particle: It is the latter when its content is temporal, with meanings like 
“yet, stil”: In fanim tüsi taki tükâtmâzkân ... “while my body-feathers 
have not yet grown” (IrgB 3), söyrâm taki bütmâzkân ... “when the 
monastery was not yet completed? (Mâitr 52r19-22) or an bitigdâ savi 
taki adirip barmayok ol; (Suv 18,14 * a Berlin fr.) “In the court register 
her case has not yet reached a decision” the verb is negative, in amfika 
tfâgi taki bar ârür “it still exists even till now? (BT 1 A 4) positive. Asa 
particle it can further gualify gradable adjectives adding the meaning 
“more” (or, with the elative-comparative suffix *rAk, “even” as in 
antada taki yegrâk “even better than that”), stressing the elative. Im aki 
ur “Beat (it) more!” (IrgB 33) faki is an adverb. The bi-adverb ikilâyü 
taki signifies “again” when preposed to noun phrases. 

ârsâr, the conditional of the verb ör- “to be”, has evolved into a 
topicalising particle; see section 4.4. It can signify “as for or 


5I What was read as xanma in M Il nr. 35 17, v6 and v8 was by Zieme 1969: 130 
taken to contain this element and translated as “auch der Xan”. The context of these 
forms is guite fragmentary, however, and Le Cog attempted no translation. xan(i)ma “to 
my khan” or xan m(â)n “I am the khan” are possible readings, since the fragment is 
written in Uygur script. 

552 If there are no additional examples for such an instrumental form of this particle, it 
may nevertheless possibly be an error for birökâ, with the element c/ mentioned in the 
previous section. 
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“concerning? and is mostly added to noun phrases (including nominals, 
pronouns, numerals, participles); examples are given in UW 406b-407a. 
That it is a particle can best be seen in an example such as the 
following, where the accusative is governed by sakin- *to think”: bo 
tâyri kizlarni ârsâr birâr yüzlüg ... sakingu ol (BT VU A 666) “As for 
these divine girls, one should imagine them as having a (different) face 
cach, .... As a particle, ârsâr does not appcar to show any inflexion; 
ârsârlâr in BT V 164 cannot be translated as “was sie betrifft”, e.g., as 
the editor does. 


3.343. Epistemical particles 

The particles of this section generally ask for information or signal what 
value the speaker is giving to the veracity of the proposition expressed 
ın the sentence, what chance he sees for verificatlon. 

The ubiguitous interrogative particle mU appears, e.g., in mini sâvâr 
mü siz (KP 6.,4-5) “Do you love me”. In Uygur writing as in this 
example the particle is spelled as MW and not MWY; we think that it 
followed synharmonism because its vowel is spelled as front in TT VI! 
H5 and 6: These two are the only instances I am aware of where it is 
found in front harmony context in Brâhmi writing. There is some 
discussion of the use of mU in section 4.3. 

A particle gU (otherwise known from Farly Mongol) is attested twice 
in the Orkhon inscriptions in KT S10-11 andin a parallel text in BO 
N8: Mm the first case it follows the predicate it gueries while, in the 
second case, it precedes the sentence which is in its scope. gU expects 
negative answers; see chapter V for more details. 

ârin “apparentiy, presumably, no doubt, obviously? (runiform 
inscriptions and Uygur) appcars at the end of declarative (not 
interrogative) sentences which are never indirective. E.g. xan bodun 
tiliya korkup ina yarligkadi ârin& (KP 11,3) “The king probably gave 
this order because he was afraid of what people would say”. In Orkhon 
Turkic there are twelve examples, all of them with past reference; one 
of these is a nominal sentence. Schönig (lecture at the VATEC 
symposium, September 2002) pointed out that the instances of this 
particle in the Orkhon inscriptions express respect towards the higher 
powers, whose activities and motives one does not presume to know 
about too closely. In later sources ârinE appears to have been 
compatible with all tenses, as we find e.g. kânfü bilingây ârinc (KP 
10,1) “I imagine hell understand (the hint) by himself. Uygur 
documentation for ârinc is rather limited (see the UW for examples). 
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The Uygur particle ârki mostly appears in interrogative sentences, 
where it signifies *I wonder”; it usualIy indicates that the guestioner has 
no hope of receiving a clear-cut and authoritative answer, cither out of 
genuine doubt or out of politeness and timidity. In declarative sentences 
ârki expresses doubt, to be translated as, e.g. 'maybe; | guess, 
apparentiy?. Sentences like enc âsân bay ârki sizlâr in a letter (UigBrief 
C5) presumabiy express a hope as well as a wish: “Hopefully you are 
well, in good health and in prosperity?. Exhaustive documentation for 
the Uygur uses of ârki can be found in the UW; it occurs also in 
Çarakhanid texts. Cf. the etymology proposed for ârki in OTWEF 321. 
The UW entry refers to the etymology suggested by Röhrborn 1998a to 
derive it from âr-gây, the future form of the copula. While I would not 
wish to exclude this as a possibility, the etymology does have some 
problems.553 

The DLT has several particles not found in Uygur or Orkhon Turkic. 
Thus, /4 (fol.538) is said to have been used by the Oguz (and only by 
them) to indicate that an action has been verified or completed; today it 
is attested in other (e.g. South Siberian) Turkic languages. Kâsgarı adds 
that the use of this particle involves a degree of denying what the 
addressee has said, implying that the latter does not know about the 
actual occurrence of the event. 


3.344, Volitive particles 

The particle g/ is commonly added to the 2"İ person singular 
imperative54 and is used for emphasis. It is always spelled together 
with the verb form, e.g. in öaxSaputlug törö yay buzma artatma; tâyri 
yeriyâ bargu yolug a&; üğ tamu yolin to-gil (MaitrH XV 13v13) “Do 
not corupt the teaching of the commandments; open up the way leading 
to the divine place; block the three ways to hell”. g// has hitherto been 
assigned to morphology, but it has no categorial meaning and is 
optional. It was rarely used with the negational affix -m14-, though we 
find (M Il nr.12 rl) / yemâgil “do not cat” in fragmentary context, and 
e.g. köyüllülyin /...Jrmagil agitmagil (BT XX 948) “donot... your 


553 A sound passage /ây/ > /i/ is not known to me (though particles could have their 
own rules) and the /k/ of ârki is documented in sources in Indic scripts (as against g in 
ârgây); that is not a decisive counter-argument either, however, as inflexional suffixes 
do tend to be less variable than opague words (in view of alternation after /r/ in this 
case). Röhrbom himself mentions “koine” examples of örgây with similar meaning 
(inelegantly trying to explain them away as “Schreibfehler”) and ârki is, in turn, attested 
in such carly texts as TT 11,2, TT VI and Maitr. 

554 In the Middle Turkic Oguz Kagan text we find g// added several times to the 3" 
person imperative form. 
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mind and do not tum it away”. g// may possibly come from £i/, the 
imperative of the verb “to do”; this would be similar to saying “Do 
come!” in English, which (also) consists of two imperative forms. For 
this hypothesis to be correct, one might have to assume that /ki/- 
originally started with a voiced velar. g// occurs already in Orkhon 
Turkic, e.g. in yâlmâ kargu âdgüti urgil (Tu IN 10) “Place vanguard 
and patrols properly!?. m KT S 1 we find the sentence sabimin tükâti 
a$idgil “Listen to my words fully!? where the otherwise identical 
passage in BON | only has sabimin tükâti âid; the BO inscription was 
erected approximately two years after KT. In a Manich&an text we 
have, e.g., sezig ayfsar inda kikind bergil (M 1 19,12) “If one asks ..., 
answer as follows:” 

The particle &U, documented in DLT fol. 535-536 (cf. Brockelmann 
1917: 149-150) and also in use in some modem languages,55 also 
modifies 2" person imperatives. Kâğğari says that cU is used only in 
direct address and gives the examples kâ/ dü “Do come? and barma Gu 
“Don't go”. He also (fol.537) states that one can use SU instead of cU, 
giving the examples bargil Su “Gol and kâl Sü “Come”. Another 
example of sU added to imperatives is /u8u (< fur Su), an exclamation to 
make donkeys stop (DLT fol.544). sU is clearly a phonetic variant of 
ĞU (/$/ being barred from the onset of original Old Turkic words); the 
fact that one of the DLT examples has it together with g// therefore 
shows that cU and g// must have meant different things. 

The verb form bo/-gay also became a modal particle or was on the 
way of becoming one; see section 5.1. 


3.4. Interjections 


(yda is an interjection mostly postposed to vocative noun phrases, e.g. in 
tâyri ogli-ya “O son of a god!” (HamTouHou 1, 2); una amti biliy 
toyinlar-a (Suv 643,17) “There, now know (it), oh monks!?. Uygur 
examples of (y)4 are dealt with in the UW as a, the very first entry; we 
therefore need not list any here.“ Most of the UW's examples are 
vocative, which is also the case with an Orkhon Turkic instance: 


535 C£ Barutçu Özönder 2001; however, some of the uses of the particles mentioned in 
this paper go back to a homophonous Mongolic particle. The proposals of this author to 
consider the syllable *€x9 in forms like anculayu, bulitdulayu, the -cl in the future suffix 
-mAcl etc. to be instances of this particle are, however, guite unacceptable for semantic, 
morphological and functional reasons. &/ (mentioned above) is a different particle. 

56 In U MI 57,10, a male elephant addresses his wife as katunum subadra a; this 
could be an instance of this interjection used after a vowel without /y/ rather than a 
doubling of the final vowel of the name. 
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“bâglârim a!” ter ârmis, “...” (Ongin F7) “He used to say “My lords! 
..7. In $2 the UW guotes two or three instances from the DKPAM 
where (yha is used as an interjection for expressing pain, added to 
âmgâk “pain” or âmgâktim. This appears to be the main use of this 
element in the Yenisey inscriptions, most of which are epitaphs (written 
as if they were utterances of the deceased); it is exceedingly common in 
those sources, especialIy in the phrase âsiz â “Alas!”. We there also find 
alig-a “Oh bitterness!?, ökünd-â “Oh repentence!”, buy-a “Oh sorrow!. 
A second Yenisey function of this element was to be added to verb 
forms referring to an event one was Sorry about. adrildim-a / adrindim- 
a *I got separated!?, azdim-a “1 went astray!?, ogadmadim-a “1 did not 
get a chance!”, bükmâdim-â “1 did not have my fill!?. Vocative uses in 
the Yenisey inscriptions are edilim-â “Oh my dear elder brother!” in 
E32,11, oglanim kizim-a, ürünüm karam âsiz yüz elig ârim-â “Oh my 
sons and daughters, my white and black (animals) and my poor 150 
men!” in E45,7, bögim-â “Oh my lord? in E30,5, yârim-â suvum-a “Oh 
my countıy!? E152,3. After an // Uygur texts write a mere a, e.g. in 
eligiâr eligi-a ,Oh king of kings!* (U IV A 103); after what is 
presumabiy // there is just g in e.g. baxsi-a (DKPAMPb 1306) and 
vay$ir(a)vani a “Oh Vaisrâvana!? (TT X 324 and 333); but cf. a 
m(a)xas(a)tvi-ya (At NI 779) “Oh Mahâsattva”. In Uygur this element 
appcars not to follow synharmonism, as we have a Brâhmi instance 
spelled bâg-a (TT VT G 56); nor would we necessarily expect it to do 
so since it is not a suffix. In the Yenisey inscription E15 (dealt with in 
AnmlJen p.56), however, âsiz-â and âsiztim-â are spelled with the rare 
runiform letter for Â: The particle may, therefore, have had a different 
sort of behaviour outside Uygur. 

The $3 of the UW entry refers to cases where a is used for forming 
proper names (cf. the end of section 3.1 above); Röhrbom is probabiy 
right in assuming that this comes from the vocative use of a. The 
examples for this are guite numerous, but the author was aware of just 
one of them when he wrote the entry. In a document in *Phags-pa script 
there is a proper name Savinâ, no doubt to be understood as imperative 
sâvin “rejolce?” and this element; this would speak /or vowel harmony 
here. 

The Ht TI example guoted above also showed a vocative preceded by 
an interjection, 4.557 Vocatives are more commonly preceded by ay and 
not a. The use of ay is described in UW 285a-286a. This entry covers 
various spellings such as ”Y, *Y, ? Y Y, YY ? and even Y?, which could 


57 “a taylandig Oh, wonderful!” in Ht II 945 is a mistake for nâ taylandiz “How 


wonderful!?: N” and ” look identical in most varieties of Uygur writing. 
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be read as ay, ây, ayi, ay a and ya respectively and be different 
interjections; Turkish, does, e.g. distinguish between ay, ây and ya both 
by sound and by function. m U 1 7,10 (Magier) we have ây together 
with (a, in ây mogoğlar a “Oh Magi!?. The element in guestion isin U 
I 7,10 spelled with one alef; in the following example the vocative 
element is spelled with two a/ef, whence my reading as ay: ay, kim sân? 
(U141,5) “Hey, who are you”; ef. e.g. ay yâklârin UV A 25 and 6l. 
It is not clear whether these are two different elements or a single one 
and, if it isa single one, if it is to be pronounced as ây or as ay; both 
spellings could, conceivabiy, be read cither way. Whereas (ya 
(discussed above) always accompanies vocative NPs, ay is, in this last 
instance, used by itself as an exclamation for calling people?s attention. 

Im TTX 301 and 409 ay and a are combined, in what are exclamations 
of grief: inda tep tedi: “ay a âmgâk / ...”” “He spoke as follows: “Oh 
pain! ...”; ay a alig âmgâk â! “O bitter grief”. ay a amrak kayiim-a 
(DKPAMPb 838, the same text as TT X; clear on the facs.) “Oh my 
dear father!” is also a call of grief, as is an instance in Maitr 117v5. aya 
in BuddhUig Il 296 signifies “come on!?, however, and an instance in 
BuddhUig II 397 expresses joyful surprise. In UigTot 98 ay a expresses 
the surprise of a person on finding out that he has been dead for a few 
days, in 201 the surprise at having been bom. The UW's referring to ay 
aasifit were a variant spelling of ay is unacceptable, as the presence of 
the additional a/ef is not explained. ay a could be a combination of 
interjections or it could be an independent interjection aya; in the latter 
case the space before the final a/ef could be explained by the need to 
avoid a reading such as 'ânin”. 

UW ay TI ŞA.c describes cases where ay is used for expressing 
sorrow. In Suv 623, 9, the mother of the prince who sacrificed his body 
for the sake of the hungry tigress shouts out muy ay muy ay! “Oh 
sorrow, oh sorrow!” when she loses him and then utters a verb-initial 
sentence when she hears what exactly happened; later, when she sces 
kalmis süyük yer sayu “They lie scattered around, alas, the bones left 
over everywhere?'. UW 285a-b thinks that cases where ay is postposed 
and not preposed represent Chinese loan syntax but it is hard to see how 
this can be proven: The positioning of emotive elements is notoriously 
variable. Here and in the next instance, uttered by the prince Mahâbala 
when he sees the starving tigress, ay appears be used for attracting the 
addressee?s attention to a third party: ay irinc tisi bars ânüklâgâli yeti 
kün bolmis (Suv 610,2) “Look, it is evidently seven days since the 
tigress has given birth (to seven cubs, and she is terribiy hungry)”. 
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ya appears in ya kwotaw, finliglarig ölürtdin ârsâr ymâ “Oh K., even 
if you have had creatures killed, ...” (Suv 15,10) and ya, bökünki kün 
üzâ baxSimiz Sakimun tâyri tâyrisi burxan ... ordumka karSimka kirü 
yarlikadi (Suv 420,18) “Hey, today our teacher the Buddha, god of gods 
Sâkyamuni ... deigned to enter into my capital and my palace”. These 
two instances are not sufficient to define the use and meaning of a 
particle; nor is another instance in an utterly fragmentary passage (BT 
X11 5,213). 

awu or awo is another interjection expressing pain, attested in MaitrH 
“Ow!”, when (they) say “(Oh) pain! (Will nobody) intervene?””. Cf. 
awa “a particle expressing pain” in DLT fol.57. 

yita “alas” is especially common in the Yenisey inscriptions. In the 
EDPT this element is guoted in the entry for ayi?- because Clauson took 
it to be a converb form, but the converb vowel of that verb is not /a/. 
Since yifa appcars to have turned up only in runiform sources,8 the 
reading ayif-a remains a possibility; ayif would then be an imperative 
form of “to ask, to speak”, hinting at communication (by the shaman?) 
with the dead. The final a would be the interjection so common in those 
epitaphs, referred to carlier in this section. 

âsiz, another Yenisey exclamatilon of woe, was guoted when 
discussing the exclamation 4; it is also documented in the DLT as 
interjection and also served as a noun signifying “pitiable”. 

fâyrim “your majesty? (lit. “my god”) is used for addressing male or 
female “majesties?, e.g. in nâ sav ârki tânrim “What matter is (this), my 
lord? (MaitrH XX 1r17). im DLT fol.199 we find this to have become 
târim “address for princes and princesses from the Khâgânıi family”. The 
appcarance of the 1“ person singular possessive suffix is similar to 
French monsieur, Arabic sayyidi and English as in the translation 
above; the semantic development is “lord? > “god” in English or 
German (presumabiy following Classical Greek and Latin) but 
“heavens? > “god” > “lord” in Old Turkic. 

muna” (e.g. UTI 6,1 and 42,16, TT TI,2 80, BT XIII 13,112 and 138 
or TT X 125 as completed in TT XNachl) and ona or una are 
presentative interjections (like Turkish iş/e, Russian som, French voila), 
roughiy to be translated as “look at this” and “look at that” respectively. 


558 What is read as ifa in KP 19,6 and ifa in KP 57,3 are not instances of this element; 
the first must be jnda and the second a locative form as pointed out by Tezcan in 
TDAYB 1975/6. 

559 The Anallnd mentions mina as variant of muna but none of the passages there 
referred to shows this form; nor could 1 find such a variant anywhere. 
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The first vowel of ona / una is not known as it is not attested in Brâhmi 
or Tibetan writing; I do not know that it survived in any modem 
language. What morphological relationship there is between that and 
the pronoun o! / ani and between muna and the pronoun bo / muni is not 
clear. The Old, Common and Proto-Turkic dative suffix had a velar in 
the onset but one is reminded of the Mongolian dative. With these 
elements the speaker calls attention to an event which has just taken 
place, is taking place or about to take place, one which is imminent or 
about to be presented or to an entity the speaker wishes to be noticed: 
muna munü bilmis k(â)rgâk (TT 1,2 24) “This, you see, should be 
known”; muna amti balik iiyâ kirgâli turur “(The monster) is, right 
now, about to enter the town (fragment guoted in the note to TT V 
A41); ratna rasi atlig atari una amti bo ârür (Suv 573,20) “Here now, 
this is the teacher Ratnarâsi?. The last sentence occurs in direct speech; 
the context makes it clear that R. isin fact sitting in front of the speaker 
and the addressee. We further have una bo ârür in Ht 11 465, V 28,12 
and 56,7, V138,11, una bo fetir in VI130,9 (guoted from the edition of 
the Petersburg fragments), etc. In azkya öyrâ yoriyu turzunlar; mân una 
basa yetdim (Suv 615,14) “Please walk on a bit; I will have reached you 
ina moment!” the form yetdim in fact referring to the future lets the 
addresees expect the imminent reappearance of the speaker. That una is 
not a mere interjectilon but has evolved a temporal content of 
imminence becomes clear when considering the use of una*kya “ina 
moment” in instances guoted in the note to TT VB 80 and in OTWF 55. 
The particle ma or mah which, according to DLT fols. 493 and 539 
signifies “Take it!” or “Here”, could be a contraction of muna (over 
*mnal). 

In MaitrH XII 4r15 muna is followed by an element & (discussed in 
section 3.341) spelled together with it: nâ ymâ inda tep teyür siz 
oronlukum tüsâr bolur? munadi bo f(...J oronlukunuz bo ârmâz mü? 
“Why do you say “My throne is falling down”? Here it is; is this not 
your throne?” munaci appears also in MaitrH XI 7v13, XIII 7v13 etc.. 

o$ os isin the DLT said to be an exclamation used for calling cattle to 
drink; this is clearly the same as the Common Turkic presentative 
interjection of the same shape found in DLT f0l.30 as o$ mundag kil 
“Do thus”. akar közüm o$ tfâyiz (DLT f0l.289) can be translated as 
“Look how my eyes are overflowing like the sea”; the use in DLT 
fol.332 is similar. o$ became the first part of modern demonstrative 
pronouns such as o3ol and uSbu. 
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Exclamatory sentences can be introduced by interrogative-indefinite 
pronouns such as nâ “what”, ka€ “how many? or demonstratives such as 
anda “so”, sometimes accompanicd by ymâ / mA; see part V. 


CHAPTER FOUR 
SYNTAX 


Texts consist of sentences interconnected by certain, mostly 
coordinative principles to be discussed in section 4.8. Orkhon Turkic 
sentences have a close-knit internal government structure incorporating 
subordinate predications, but Uygur subordinate clauses are often 
linked with conjunctions. The guestion of loan syntax is a vexed one: 
Most of the Old Uygur texts are translations whose syntax can be 
expected to have been influenced by the source at least to some degree, 
especially when the translators were better versed in the source than in 
the target language. There are some texts, e.g. some written in Brahmı, 
which are evidentiy not even meant to be received as a coherent text but 
only as a word for word or even morpheme for morpheme rendering; 
these are disregarded here as far as syntax is concerned. Others can be 
difficult to understand unless confronted with the source: Chinese art 
prose style is borrowed e.g. into Xuanzang's letters to the emperor 
copied into his biography. Many sources can, however, be — 
subjectively — judged to be “normal? Old Turkic, if one claims extensive 
reading to have given one the ability to pass a founded judgement on 
this guestion; not forgetting, of course, that Old Uygur may have 
acguired some lasting ultimately foreign characteristics through contact. 
Loan syntax seems to be especially conspicuous in Christian 
manuscripts, e.g. oxSayur sân sân yalyuk ogli ol ingâkkâ kim iraktin 
üntâdi öz buzagusina kim azip barmi$ ârdi. nâdük isidti ol buzagu 
öginin ünin târkin yügürüp kâli ögiyârü, sezigsiz bolt 
(ChristManManus, Christian ms. r11-v3) “You resemble (VSO word 
order; first sân harking back to a language with verbal subject marking 
in present forms — like Greek), o son of man, that cow which 
(relativisation with the particle £im) from afar called out to her (use of 
öz similar to languages with analytical marker of possession) calf which 
(same analytical relativisation structure) had gone astray. As (< “how”, 
as in spoken German) the (0/, literally “that”) calf heard (again VSO) its 
mother?'s voice, it immediately came running (VO word order) to its 
mother and was no longer afraid.” 

One domain in which sources may especially have influenced our 
texts is word order, particularly since denotative content is little 
affected thereby. We will here disregard this possibility, for the 
following reasons: No research has hitherto been done on this matter; 
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secondiy, possible source texts often exist in several Asian languages 
and sometimes in different versions; thirdiy, there does not appcar to be 
much difference between texts we know to have been translated from 
different languages. 

One important principle of Old Turkic syntax is that there is no 
automatic agrecment in the sense that categories of one word in some 
construction have to be reproduced in some other word. As an example 
for this principle, adjective attributes are never for any nominal 
category inflected in accordance with their head. Redundant expression 
of a category is by no means excluded, however: Some nominal 
attributes are inflected in this way and can then be considered to be 
appositions. Plural agreement of numerals is common in post- 
inscriptional Old Turkic especially for living beings. Within the noun 
phrase we have, e.g. ü€ adarilar “the three teachers” (Ht VT! 67). It is 
not rare (but by no means rule-regulated) for verbs to stand in the plural 
also when they have plural subjects; e.g. alko tinliglar mânin yatim 
ârmüâzlâr “no living beings are strangers to me”. 

Another important feature of Old Turkic syntax is the possibility not 
to fill out patterms. Argument slots opened up by verbs can be left 
empty, with two possible conseguences: Either the context enables the 
addressee to gather the reference when the sentence itself does not 
supply it in some way; if context means textual context, we then speak 
of zero anaphora. If no reference is retrievable, another possibility is 
that the proposition is understood to hold for any entity appropriate to 
the situation, what is sometimes (wrongly) called “impersonal?. All this 
holds for all arguments including the subject. bulun yiyak kararip 
körgâli bilgâli bolmadi (Suv 630,20-21) “The corners (of the world) got 
dark and it became impossible to see or recognise anything? is an 
example with unexpressed direct object which is not implicit cither: 
That we have to add the word “anything” follows from the fact that the 
context does not supply us with direct objects for the verbs &ör- and 
bil-. m other cases entities not referred to should have been known to be 
guite specific, e.g. nâdâ ötrö ulug ânlâ)lyon bitig ilintâ baslayu ay 
tâyrig ögâr alkayur, ken ulug elig tânri xani âzrua tâyrig ögâr (M 1 
nr. 611 v16-18 “Why doesit, in the great Gospel, first praise and glorify 
the Moon (i.e. Jesus) and then praise the great king, the king of gods, 
the god Zerwan?””: The Manich&an Gospel (not to be confused with any 
part of the New Testament) was the first of the seven canonical works 
written by Mani, the founder of Manich&ism. Readers of the text 
presumabliy knew that he was the subject of the sentence. English and 
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German?“ can also, in such a case, use an 'impersonal? construction 
though the author of a work is known, if the text itself is in focus. 


4.1. Nominal phrases and their categories 


Nouns and adjectives do not differ all too much as to morphology“! but 
one might distinguish between them by use. “Nouns” would presumabiy 
be used more as heads of noun phrases, “adjectives” more as satellites; 
but instances such as agii ulug-i “the treasurer in chief” (KP 7,7), 
where the rather general predicate wug “great” is used as head are not 
rare at all. Attributive adjectives are not inflected for number, 
possession or case and show no agreement with their head. See section 
3.1 for further considerations related to this distinction. 

Nominal phrases are generally referential-denotative if they contain 
lexemes; if they consist solely of pronouns, they are purely referential. 
There are also non-referential nominal phrases, e.g. but in but kötürmü 
finlig “a walking creature?, literally “a creature lifted up by legs”, or kut 
in kut kolunc “prayer for grace”: but, the subject of kötür- “to lift”, and 
kut, the object of kol-, here appear within phrases denoting concepts. 
The phrases can (and usualliy are) then put to referential use but no such 
use is made of buf or kut, which are parts of definitions. 

AlI nominals and adverbs can serve as noun phrases, with or without 
attributes or other subordinated or appended elements. Since all 
sentences can be nominalised around participles, many subordinate 
clauses are also nominal phrases. Nominals can be gualified by other 
nominals as set forth in detail in section 4.12 and subsections. 

The word “one” is used as indefinite article, e.g. in anfag antag yertâ 
bir köl suvi sugulup ... (Suv 603,11) “In a certain place the waters of a 
lake are withdrawing and ...”; bir braman f/ol/ kuvragta tastin turup ... 
(Ht II 801) “a brahman was standing apart from (that) company and 
.... When the nominal is in addition accompanied by an adjective, there 
are two possibilities: Either the article appears before the adjective, as 
in bir kari öküzüg ... kumursga yemis “An old cow was... caten up by 
ants? (IrgB, a runiform ms.), or it appears after it, as in adin bir teva 
arZi “another devarşi”. This alternation may be related to the fact that 


» 


560 C£. “Weshalb lobt man im groBen Evangelium, ...” in the translation of the 
sentence in UW 95b under a/ka- 1). The word I have spelled as ây(â)lyon is not 
mentioned in the UW either under 4/9 or under ây*; the main variant, borrowed from 
Sogdian, may have started with 09 but there should, I think, at least have been a cross- 
reference. 

51 See section 3.1. 
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kari is more of a lexical complement to the head than “other”, which is 
referential. There is no definite article, and definiteness is not 
gramaticalised in any clearly definable manner. Other categories of 
nominal phrases are possession, number and case. The functioning of 
the first two of these is described together with their morphology, the 
expression modalities for possession also in section 4.121. 


4.11. Case functions 


The case forms themselves are discussed in section 3.124. All case 
suffixes have a number of functions and it is often difficult to sec a 
coherent whole in them; sometimes, as with the dative, these functions 
and meanings are practically each others” opposites. We will here deal 
with the functions case by case, not by their semantics. 

The cases which can be used adnominally are the nominative, the 
genitive and the directive-locative; the eguative is so used when it 
expresses an approximation. The similative can gualify adjectives. 

One problem to be mentioned here is a guestion around verbal nouns 
and the like in obligue case forms; should -gUtk4 or -mAktkA be 
considered to be complex converb suffixes or should they be discussed 
as dative forms? This depends mainly on whether the suffix seguence 
has evolved a life of its own and gained its paradigmatic place in the 
verbal system; in this case it is dealt with as a complex converb suffix. 
Finding a straightforward answer to this guestion is not always easy. 


4.1101. The nominative 

The stem unmarked for case could be used in all functions otherwise 
expressed by the common case suffixes, except, apparentliy, (concrete 
or abstract) motion /owards and motion /rom a point.“2 In principle, at 
least, case suffixes can be taken to have originally been (With the just 
mentioned limitation) as facultative as the other nominal category 
morphemes: the plural suffix(es) with plural entities, the possessive 
suffixes with possessed entities and the antonymy and parallelism 
marker with elements used in parallelism. When context and lexical 
meaning made the case function of a noun phrase clear, the speaker 
apparentiy could, if he had no wish to stress this function, omit its case 
marker. 


562 However, the phrase altun soya kâlip “coming to Altun Soya” should apparentiy be 
read in 1.3 of the Yenisey inscription E38: An 4/#un Soya yis with nominative Soya is 
mentioned also in E28 C 3. 
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The function of the nominative as subject is well known. In bilgâ 
tuhokok bân özüm tavgac elinâ kilintim (Tuü W1) “1, T. the wise, was 
myself born (or educated) in China” bilgâ #wiokok can be considered 
the topic of the sentence, the rest of the sentence being predicated upon 
this topic. In the following instance word order shows the nominative 
subject not to be the topic but the predicate: bo /aska ... kop yollug 
tegin bitidim (KT SE) “Everything on this stone 1, Y. T., have written”. 

Im Bilgâ Xagan bo üdkâ olortum (KT S1) the noun phrase Bilgâ 
Xagan should also be considered to be the subject of olortum *I 
reigned” though this verb is in the 1“ person. This is possible in some 
languages, one condition being that there are verb forms inflecting for 
person. About the sentence üküs türk bodun öltüg nm KT S6 Grenbech 
1936: 136 writes: “Wörtlich lâBt sich der oben zitierte Satz gar nicht ins 
Deutsche übertragen. Dem Sinne nach könnte man ihn etwa 
wiedergeben: “Viele von dir, o Türkenvolk, sind gestorben.””; a 
nominal subject for a 2" person verb is unthinkable in German. In sü 
barin tedi (Tut 31) “He said “Army go!””, sü could, of course, be cither 
a vocative or the subject of a 2"İ person verb. In the 1“ person plural, 
finally, we have the following: oguzgaru sü ta$ikdimiz; “We / 1 and the 
army movcd out towards the Oguz? is here the best translation. Another 
possibility would be that, in sü yoriyin “1 intend to draw into the field 
with my army” and sü /asikdimiz “We (the army and I) set out into the 
field”, sü has sociative meaning, yori- and /asik- being intransitive 
verbs. Or else, sü yori- and sü fasik- are lexicalised verb phrases of 
military language, so that the bracketing (sü yori)-yin and (sü tasik)- 
dimiz would be possible, getting transferred from the 3“ to the other 
persons. 

The nominative is used for address, e.g. fürk bodun in tâyri basmasar, 
yer tâlinmâsâr, türk bodun, elinin törögün kâm artati udadi ârti? (KT 
IE22) “As long as the sky did not press down (upon you and) the earth 
did not open (beneath you), oh United Nation, who could have been 
able to destroy your land and your government?” or âdgü tinlaglar in 
körüylür âdgü finlaglar “See, good creatures!” (MaitrH XX 13v3). 
When it precedes a sentence, a vocative nominative is often coupled 
with a vocative particle; see section 3.4. 

The use of nominative adjectives within predications, as in amrak 
oglum, nâ üdün busu$lug kâltiyiz? “My dear son, why have you come in 
sadness?? (KP 4,5), should also be noted. Such predicative adjectives 
can even have their own nominal topic, as in közi yümüglüg olorur ârti 
“He used to sit with closed eyes” (Ht VI 2b9). 
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The nominative case is also used for nominals denoting things the 
subject of the verb will become, as #üyür bösük bolusup ... bagir bösük 
âdgü ögli bolurlar (TT V1308-9) “They become cach others? brothers- 
and sisters-in-law and become friends and well-wishers”. Perhaps 
unexpectedİy, this construction is also used with the verb “to appear”, as 
in Sakimuni atlig burxan yertendüdâ bâlgürgây sân (Laut 26) “You will 
appear in the world as the buddha called Sâkyamuni? or alp bulguluk 
burxan yer suvda bâlgürmis ârür siz (MaitrH XV 11123) “you have 
appeared in the world as a buddha hard to encounter”; there is no need 
for any Turkic counterpart of “as”. 

The nominative is further used in adnominal constructions in which 
the genitive is also used, as described in section 4.121; the semantic 
content of the relationship is rarely related to actual “possession”, 
although the term possessive construction is generally used for it: One 
example is oglum savi in KP 63,2 which, in its context, signifies “news 
from my son” or “about my son”; note that there is here no case suffix 
although the satellite is guite definite and specific. Other implicit 
semantic relationships of this construction have to do with “part — 
whole”, “place? or “assignment”. 

Direct objects often appear without accusative suffix without being 
confined to preverbal position (as e.g. in Turkish); e.g.: #urkaru as idgü 
inda kolosinda asanmak kârgâk (M lll nr.6, 12,3,) “It is necessary to 
have one's meals thus, at the right times”. In the inscriptions we find 
yâlmâ kargu âdgüti urgil (Tu 34) “Place (the) vanguard and watch- 
towers well!” or xagan at bunta biz bertimiz (KT E20) “It was we who 
gave (him) the title “kagan” on this occasion'. BO E 17, which is 
parallel to KT E20, here writes accusative xagan atig; the scribe of the 
BO may have felt there was here something he wanted to change, but 
the KT text cannot, nevertheless, be considered to be incorrect. The 
absence of the accusative suffix is not related to non-specificity, e.g. 
kara kum asmis “They had crossed the Kara-Kum (desert, mentioned 
also in Tuü 7)” (SU NB) or (in Uygur) bo nom bititmistâ ögirdâdi kizim 
“my daughter who rejoiced when this book was written (by 
commission); similarly bo idok nom ârdini bititdâci upasi küc ogul 
“the lay brother K.O, who has this holy söfra-jewel written down” or bo 
tört sav agizda tut- (Wettkampf 27 and 30) “to repeat these four 
words” .5“3 With possessive suffix, agir ayig kilindlarim ikilâyü taki 
kilmaz mân (SuvSündenbek 75) “I will not repeat my gravely evil 


563 In an instance like bo yarlig esidip (KP 18,8) “having heard this order”, on the 
other hand, yarlig could also have been simplified from accusative yarlig*tig; cf. yiglig 
< #yig-iglig in Abhi B 1404. 
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deeds?, köyülümüz amirtgurup (TT IUI 72-73) “calming our hearts”, 
küdümüz bir ikinti birlâ sinalim (Wettkampf 41) “Let us test cach 
other”s strength?, afiy atayu “calling out your name? (TT 1116) or öz 
kartin kartan “Treat your own wound!” (DLT fol. 390). In the following 
example from IrgB LIV (one of the beautiful instances of man—nature 
parallelism in that text) the suffix in savi can only be the possessive 
suffix, and the two instances can only be direct objects: £w savi 
bâgiyârü ötünür, kuzgun savi tâyrigârü yalvarur “The servant adresses 
his words to his master; the raven prays his words to the sky (or to the 
god). Similarly in #amu yoli tuduyuz (Pothi 14) “You have blocked the 
way to hell”, where the possessive suffix signals the compounding with 
tamu.594 İn the inscriptions, even pronouns can serve as direct objects 
without accusative suffix, e.g. bo bitidöktâ “when 1 wrote this”. m 
DreiPrinz 28-30, an carly, Manich&an text, we find one direct object 
without, one with accusative suffix in two adjacent, structurally 
identical sentences: ikint/i/ kâliglika tayak berglâyl mân; üdünc 
kâliglilka/ sapxay(i)Jg bergây mân “To the one coming second I will 
give the staff; to the one coming third I will give the sandals.” By the 
context we know that the staff is not less definite and specific than the 
sandals; the position of fayak just before the verb does not have 
anything to do with (in)definiteness or (un)specificity cither. Zieme 
1969: 105 states that the direct object not marked as accusative is more 
closely linked to the verb, giving these examples: nâdâ anig kilinö 
kilt(i)m(i)z ârsâr “whatever evil deeds we should have carried out” (Xw 
125; 1 would read any(i)g instead of anig) vs. üc üdki nomug bilt(i)lm(i)z 
“We knew the doctrine of the three periods” (Xw 132). The material 
does not prove this to be a general rule. 

Verbs can govem two direct objects, the first in the accusative and the 
second in the nominative, as in kirkiz xaganig balbal tikdim (KT) 
Translating the nominative form with “as”, we get “I set up the Kirkiz 
ruler as anthropomorphic stele”; translating more loosely one could say 
“I set up a balbal for the K. ruler?. On the other hand ba/bal tik- could 
also, in Orkhon Turkic, have become a lexicalised phrase. Another 
inscriptional example could be bâlgüsin bitigin bo urti bo yaratdi (Tes 
20) “This is what he incised and created as his mark and his testament; 
here, the forms bâlgüsin and bitigin could also be instrumentals. This 
instance again shows, in any case, that Old Turkic pronouns 
representing direct objects need not be in the accusative. The causative 
of the inscriptional phrase xagan olor- “to rule as xagan' is xagan 


564 Clark (edition of Pothi) writes yoli/nj, although Bang & Gabain indicate no lacuna, 
stating that the “context reguires Dlirect| OlbjectJ”; EDPT 434a tacitly yolın. 
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olort-, as in özümün ol tâyri xagan olortdi (KT E26 and BO E21 
complementarily) “That god installed me as xagam'. Cf. kântü ât'özin 
bars bâlgürtüp (MaitrH Y 59) “making his own body appear as a tiger”. 
Similarly the second instance of /oyin in tâyri burxan ol arZilarig “kâl 
toyin!” temâk üzâ toyin kigürüp ... (U U1 75.2,) “Buddha enlisted those 
rşis (arZi) as monks by saying “Come, monk!””. 

Another type of double object is found in arimadok tsuy irindülârimin 
bosug kolup ... (TT IV B50) “asking for forgiveness for my unpurified 
sins? and alfi azigin ...kâyikdikâ busi berü (At WI 259-60) “(The white 
elephant) gave his six molars to the hunter as alms”. Here as well the 
first object is in the accusative while the second is in the stem form; 


“Bestow life upon us”. In these cases one should consider a closer 
Juncture for bosug kol- and busi ber- which might, as lexicalised verb 
phrases, have taken “the sins” and “the six molars” respectively as 
objects of the whole phrases. This approach is clearly appropriate for 
burxan kutina köyül örit- “to set one's heart on the Buddha?” in BT | 
1184, where the whole phrase £öyül örit- in fact governs the dative. The 
status of /u$ “encounter” in keniyâ tözün maytri burxanig tu$ bolalim 
(Pfahl 1 10) “Ultimately we wish to meet the noble Buddha Maitreya” is 
guite different: /4$ is not the object of bol- “to be”, of course, nor is it its 
subject: Rather, the accusative is the object of the complex verb /w$ 
bol-, whose subject is the 1“ person plural. 

Predicative adjectives accompanying verbs of thought and sensation 
as objects also have the base form, e.g. yakin “near” with sakin- and 
bususlug “sad? with kör- in the following sentences: irak yolug yakin 
sakinti “He felt the long road to be short” (Ht VI 9); Maxarit elâg 
âdgü ögli teginig bususlug körüp inda tep yarligkadi: amrak oglum, nâ 
ücün bususlug kâltiy? “Secing (that) the well-thinking prince (was) sad, 
the king M. said as follows: “My dear son, why have you come in 
sadness?”” (KP 4,5). The adjective arig in daxSapatig bökünki 
künkâtâgi arig küzâdtim (DKPAMPb 1282) “I have observed the 
precept perfectly until this day? also belongs to this category. 

In bir fümüân agi altun kümüs kârgâksiz kâlürti (KT 'N 12) “He (i.e. the 
Chinese emissary) brought exactly 10 000 (units of) brocade, gold and 
silver? körgâksiz, a predicative adjective in the nominative case, 
(literally “without any missing?) is translated as 'exactly”; its use is 
adverbial. 

türk xagan ötükân yis olorsar (KT S3) “If the Turk ruler stays in the 
Ötükân mountain forest, ...? has nominative yi$ in local function; 
elsewhere olor- governs the locative. The space one moves through can 
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also be referred to by a nominal in the nominative, e.g. in yol yoridadi 
yalyuklar (MaitrH XX 13116) “people travelling on roads”. 

The nominative is used for expressing time in three ways: Firstly it 
can express duration: fön kün (U TI 75,3 or 80,15) is “throughout day 
and night” and isig özin ... üc ay köni ... tuta yarlikadokta signifies 
“when he graciously kept him alive through three months”. Noun 
phrases in the nominative with yas or yi/ appearing as object of the verb 
ya$a- are used for stating that certain persons “lived for so and so many 
years”. Secondiy, runiform inscriptions show nominative temporal 
expressions in narrative, where the time elapsing during the event is not 
made salient: ön ferilmis is “They are reported to have reorganised at 
night” (SU El); an üntürü tögdimiz (Tut 35) “We had (the soldiers) get 
up at dawn and attacked?. Thirdiy, deictic noun pbrases in the 
nominative can also express a point in time, e.g.: bokünki kün sizlâr 
toyinlar-a ... Sravast kântkâ pinvantka kiriylâr (U 11 34,5) “Today you, 
o monks, can enter the town of Srâvasti for alms”.5©5 The dative 
expresses the point in time at which an action takes places if the 
reference is absolute and not deictic: yeti yegirmikâ ut signifies “he 
died on the 27'” while yefi yegirmi kün ucti would presumabiy have 
meant “he flew for 27 days”. There also is a temporal locative anda 
temporal instrumental. 

In faloyka kilig tâgmâdim (KT S3) “1 did not reach the sea by a little 
(distance)? (i.e. “I nearly reached the sea) the adjective kidig stands for 
what can otherwise be expressed by the instrumental. 


4.1102. The genitive 

The genitive is usually adnominal and thus attributive, as discussed in 
section 4.121; one pronominal example is mâniy balikimtaki bodun 
bukun (U IV A26) “the people in my town”, where mân “P gualifies 
balik “town. In section 4.611 we describe relative constructions whose 
subject is in the genitive. Genitive forms can also be used predicatively, 
as siziy “your(s)” in the following example: mâniy ... kazgandim sizin 
ârmâz mü? (KP 16,4) “Doesn't my gain belong to you? (said by a father 
to his son)”; also in bo nisan mân Miy Tâmürniy ol “This mark is mine 
— Min Tâmür?s? (USp 1,10). In siziy mân (M 11124,10) “Tam yours? the 


565 The UW (284b-285a) makes the absolute temporal use of ay “month” into a special 
lexicon entry (ay II). This is not, however, a different lexeme from ay “moon, month”. 
Nor can an obligue use of the nominative be considered a case of ellipsis of a case 
ending (instrumental, dative or locative) or a postposition, as the author writes. Such 
uses are clearly a syntactic matter — the temporal use of the nominative of terms 
denoting stretches of time — and not a lexical one. 
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genitive is also predicative although preceding the (presumabiy clitic) 
topic. As a headless attributive NP, a genitive form can get governed by 
a postposition, e.g.: agir ayig kilindlarim olarnin tâg arizun alkinzun 
(Suv 139,13) “May my grave sins get purified away and disappcar like 
theirs (i.e. the bodhisattvas”). 


4.1103. The accusative 

The accusative marks direct objects as in Simnutg utup “defeating 
Mâra. Numerous Orkhon Turkic examples are mentioned in T. Tekin 
1968: 127-129; at least at first sight, none appear to be non-specific. 
Section 4.1101 mentions numerous examples of direct objects 
appcaring without the accusative suffix even when they are specific and 
definite. We are at present unable to state any rule in this matter; at least 
it seems that — in Orkhon Turkic — the accusative form does not appcar 
when the object is non-specific. That may have been different in Uygur 
alti kizlarig bulun alip “taking six girls as prisoners? (MaitrH Y 204) is 
what the senseless king Virüdhaka does when conguering the city of 
Kapilavastu in Buddhist mythology. The girls were obviously not 
mentioned carlier in the story and should not have the accusative suffix 
if that were a mark of definiteness. Since, however, these girls were so 
beautiful that they resembled divine girls, they may possibly have been 
specific. 

There is a construction of double accusatives (inscriptions and Uygur) 
when an indirect object in the semantic role of “sufferer” is topicalised, 
as in anfa öfrö türgâ$ karlukug tavarin alip âvin yulup barmi$ (SU S5) 
“Thereupon, the Türgâs robbed the Karluk of their livestock, pillaged 
their horses and left”. The Karluk are here the ones affected by the fact 
that their possessions are taken from them. The construction is also 
used with living beings and their body parts: adgirig udlukin siyu urti 
(KT E36) “He hit the stallion, breaking his thigh bone. In the following 
example one of the objects is in the stem form: muni iki köz tâglârip 
sandayin (KP 57,5) “Let me smite this guy, blinding both his eyes”. 
Both the person and his eyes are to be pierced, both the person and his 
eyes to be blinded. 

In section 4.622 we discuss object clauses where, in different 
constructions, their topic or their predicate are put into the accusative 
case. 


4.1104. The dative 
The concrete dative of direction is found e.g. in fâyrilâr ... tuZit ordoka 
yigilurlar “the gods assemble at the Tuşita palace” or adnaguka tutuzur 
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“he gives (it) to others” (M TI nr.8V v5); it expresses direction also with 
speech, e.g. in fâyri kuvragina nom nomlayu “preaching to the assembly 
of gods”. The difference between this use and that of the directive is 
that the dative is used when the goal is reached (or is meant to be 
reached), whereas the directive mostly expresses mere movement in the 
direction of something. 

There are temporal datives in the passage koü yilka yoridim ... tokuz 
otuzka süyü$düm “1 set out in the year of the sheep ... and fought on the 
29 (inscription of the Uygur steppe empire); the same /okuz ofuzka 
“on the 29"” is attested also in M II nr.2 18. yaziya (BO E31) signifies 
“in that spring”, the possessive suffix referring to the winter mentioned 
in the previous sentence (or to the same year as that winter). Sometimes 
inscriptional temporal datives refer to stretches of time as frameworks 
for events, as in the sentence bir yilka tört yoli süyüsdüm (BO E30) “1 
fought four times within one year”. The suffix seguence -mAk*-/y4 
discussed in section 4.633 forms temporal expressions; in Orkhon 
Turkic, nominal predicates can also be put into the dative to specify the 
time a certain event takes place. The common expressions küniyâ, ayiya 
and yiliya mean “day by day”, “month by month” and “year by year 
(e.g. in KP 7,4-5 and 13,6). Concrete dates such as üdüncd ay iki otuzka 
“on the 22" of the 3'İ month? or fakigu yil ikinti ay on yanyikas“6 “on the 
10“ of the 2" month in the year of the hen” are always in the dative. 
Early Manich&an texts also have temporal datives: o/ ok künkâ “on that 
very day” (DreiPrinz 108), o/ aylarka “during those months” (Windgott 
19). m Tufi 27 we find kirkizig uka basdimiz “We fell upon the K. while 
they were asleep'; interestingiy enough, the same event is in KT F35 
referred to with the sentence Kirkiz bodunug uda basdimiz. See section 
4.1106 for the locative in temporal function. 

There appcars be a static local dative in the following sentence: “iki 
agulug yol basiya, tamu kapigina azgurugli yolka kim?” tesâr (Xw 
116-7) “If one asks “Who is at the beginning of the two poisonous 
ways, who is on the way which misleads to the gate of hell”. Also e.g. 
ol kam köyüliyâi inda sakinti “That magician thought as follows in his 
heart” (M 134,18); thus, with köyüliyâ ... sakinti also in M 1 6,17. | 
know of'no such instances in non-Manich&an Uygur. 

In nây yerdâki xaganlig bodunka bintâgi bar ârsâr nâ buni bar ârtâdi 
ârmis (Tuü 56) “If any independent nation anywhere were to have one 
like me, what trouble could it ever have?” bodun, which appears in the 
dative, refers to a possessor; similarİy muyar nâ ârsâr yazok yok 


566 This term, literally “the new (moon), is used when referring to a day in the first 
third ofa month. 
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(PacFrag Il 23) “He does not have any sins whatsoever”. Semitic 
languages or Latin also have datives of possession; Turkish uses the 
genitive instead. The dative is basically possessive also in ögründükâ 
mânikâ bolmaki bolzun (BT V 149-150) “May he attain joy and 
happiness!?. Below we mention a few instances where the dative with 
bol- “to become” has a different meaning. 

The dative can also be abstract, when it marks the aim of an abstract 
action: burxan kutiyna köyül öritü (BT 11184) “setting one”s heart on his 
majesty the Buddha?. The DLT proverb sögüt söliyâ, kadin kasina “The 
willow for its sap, the birch or its bark” has the same sort of content 
without a verb. It is in this sense that the compound suffix -gUtkA4 
forms final clauses (section 4.636). 

Reference to the action one is directed towards can be generalised by 
being expressed by b0/- “to become”: yilkika barimka bolup (Xw 152, 
177-178) “being busy with tending livestock'; a/kindu üdkâ boltumuz 
(M TI nr. 12 v3) “We have had the moment of death on our minds”. 
Thus also DLT fol. 355 közi yolka bolur “his mind gets directed 
towards leaving”. 

An instance like özrua fâyrikâ yazintimiz (Xw 22-23) “We sinned 
against the god Zerwan” is again different,“7 as Zerwan is not the 
beneficiary of the action but the one displeased by it. 

In a sentence guoted in WilkKatMan nr. 65 the dative marks the topic 
of speech: âfkâ kanka “iömây yemânylâr” tepân kinin ayitdi 
“Conceming meat and blood he said “Don't cat or drink it” and 
mentioned its punishment”. 

In the following examples entities meant to benefit from the action are 
marked by the dative: kün tâyri bo yer suv üzâ tugar, kântü yarokin 
kamagka yarotir (M Tl nr. 7, 14,10,) “The sun rises above this world 
and lets its light shine for the benefit of all”; ö/'özin ömgâtip el isiynâ (M 
TI nr.23 r8-9) “straining his body for the sake of the state”. In yegâdmâk 
utmak bolzun maya (M 1 28.18-19) “May |... attain victory” the 
beneficiary is also in the dative. 

The objects of emotions can be marked by the dative, e.g. maya 
amranmakiniz “your love for me? in U 11 29,1 or saya amranmakin ... 
ölür mân (U 111 82,28) “1 die from love for yow. The dative in m(â)sixa 
burxan ... busi berigli ... kisilârig kântünün âdgü öglisinâ âdgü ögli tep 
atadi (M TI nr. 6 1 r5) presumabiy also expresses positive emotion: 


367 If interpreted correctly; the ms. has been read as #âyrikân. 
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“The prophet Christ called ... almsgiving ... persons “compassionate to 
those who were compassionate towards him”? 568 

Causes and sources of processes and events are egually expressed by 
the dative: #âyrilâr tâyri katunlari tâyri mânisinâ âsürüp “the gods and 
goddesses were intoxicated by divine bliss”; /avgac xanniy ötügiyâ ... 
alip bütürmis (BTU 105) “complying with the reguest of the Chinese 
ruler ... hetook it and finished it. 0/ ogurkainU 123,17 is “because of 
that event”. What we find in nâkâ iglayu bususlug kâltiy (KP 5,2) is 
also causal, whether we translate it as “At what” or “Why did you come 
cıying and sad”. kork- “to be afraid of something” governs the source 
of fear in the dative, e.g. in U TI 75,6; this source could, of course, also 
be classified as an object ofan emotion. 

In economical documents the price of a transaction is often mentioned 
in the dative case. 
marks the intermediate agent which accompanies the causative derivate 
of a transitive verb. The dative in sogdak tavgacka ... bay balik yapiti 
bertim (SU) is therefore to be translated cither as “he had B. B. 
constructed for Sogdians” or “by Sogdians”. Cf. further bo burxanlarka 
kutgarguluk, bo arxantlarka kutgarguluk, bo Sarirkâ süzülüp 
kutgarguluk ol (MaitrH Y 118) “This one is to be saved by buddhas, 
this one by arhats (and) this one by having faith in relics”. The agentive 
dative is not limited to causatives, however, as shown e.g. in kalmadi 
ârki ayig kiline maya kilmadok (BT XTI 13,109) “There probably are 
no more (types of) evil deeds not carried out by me. Similar is siziyâ 
idi bilmâyöki kalmadi (Ht VT 1802), “... has become guite well-known 
to you” or 'no aspects of it have remained hidden to you”. 

The sentence örö maxendrasene elig öz tirilgf âtözintâki kaparmi$ 
âtin yara bicip akfaj kâlmis söl suvin iglig ârkâ ilürüp ... (U 10 45,13) 
can be translated in several ways: Either as “Thereupon, king 
Mahendrasena split and cut the swollen flesh of his own live body, had 
the sick man drink the Iymph water wbiçh Ee come flowing ...” or * 
let the sick man drink the Iymph water .. . had the Iymph weter 
drunk by the sick man .... In other e sick man is both the 
beneficiary and the intermediate agent of the action in which he is 
cither an active or a passive participant. The functions of datives with 
causative verb forms are further discussed in section 4.5. 


568 This follows the interpretation of UW 257a top; the editor proposed a causal 
interpretation (see below), which left kântünün unexplained. 
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4.1105. The directive 

The directive is very much alive in Orkhon Turkic. It is there used to 
express motion towards or to places, e.g. in bân âvgârü tüsâyin “let me 
(go) home and dismount” (Tui I N6) or öfükân yisgaru uduztum (Tuü | 
S8) “I led (them) to(wards) the Ötükân mountain forest”. In the 
direction of peoples: oguzgaru sü tasikdimiz “we started a campaign 
against the Oguz” (KT'N 8); individuals: apa farkangaru icrâ sav idmi$ 
(Tui I N10) “we heard he sent a secret message to A.T.” or, witha 
pronoun, xagan bayaru anda ayi idmis (Tui 1N10) “the message sent to 
me by the king was as follows:”. The object to be reached can also be 
abstract: bunda esig kudüg bertökgârü sakinmati (KT E 10) “without 
giving thoughts to the fact that they have given so much service”; öltâci 
bodunug tir(iJg(gdârü igi(ddim (KT E 29) “I have reared the dying 
people (back) to life”. 

In Manich&an sources the directive is also relatively common, and 
most of the nouns used in this case form again refer to places: e.g. 
mjanistangaru ter(i)ltin(i)zilâr “you have flocked to the sanctuary? (M 
TI nr.27 v5). There are also individuals, e.g. siziy kutuyuzgaru “to your 
honour” in M Ul nr.9 II 18, mani burxangaru “to Mani the prophet? in 
Wettkampf 11, âlgiyârü in M Il nr.8 V v2 “to his hand” etc.; siziyârü is 
especially common. No action nouns are known to me to appear in this 
case form in Uygur, however, as we found in Orkhon Turkic. In some 
instances, e.g. in the IrgB, the subject clearly does reach his goal, as 
with the dative.569 

The directive is rather rare in non-Manich&an Uygur. We find it e.g. 
in yakin kâlip bâggârü ötünti ol buryuki (Suv 637,23) “He came close 
and spoke to the lord, that minister.” örün- can also govern the dative, 
but perhaps bâggârü is actually governed by yakin kâl-; this is, at any 
rate, the only example of a non-petrified directive form in the Suv. In 
the sentence v(i)rxarka yakin yergârü olorup v(i)rxar idintâ kovuk sovik 
arigsiz kâmi$stimiz (Maitr Taf 174r28), the form does not appcar to have 
been used in directive meaning, as one does not sit (down) towards a 
place. Petrified directives such as ilgârü “im, fasgaru “out, ilgârü 
“forward? or “towards the cast” oyaru “to the right, yokaru “up”, 
birgârü “to one place? and perhaps a few others appear in all sorts of 
Uygur texts, Manich&an and other. In bardada ilgârürâk (BT V 170) 
“more internal than everything (else)? we see that idgârü need not have 


569 The difference between concrete dative and directive needs more elucidation. In 
Tuvan, e.g., the directive is used if an object moves away from the observer, the dative 
if it moves towards the observer; some such principle might be at play in Old Turkic as 
well. 
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had strictly directive meaning even in a Manich&an source. Cf. also 
ilgârüsi kerüsi “its cast and west”, used without directive meaning in Ht 
TI 577. 

The directive no longer exists in Oarakhanid; the verse anda bolup 
tâyrigârü tapgin ötâr “Being there he gives his service to God” in DLT 
fol.5555 must therefore be particularly archaic. 


4.1106. The locative 

The locative refers to placement, e.g. in Kögmân tagda “on the Sayan 
mountain” (Orkhon Turkic); o/ âvdâ “in that house” (U 111 35,18). It can 
also refer to states: Kirkiz bodunug uda basdimiz (KT E 35) “We fell 
upon the K. people while they were asleep? (on 1.37 with the Türgâs as 
object). In âdgü kü at tört buluyda yadilti (KP 7,2) “The good 
reputation spread everywhere? (literally “in four corners”) the locative 
form refers to the domain of the action. 

Implements serving as containers are also found in the locative case: 
suvlukta tânridöm suv kâlürüp “bringing water in a ... water vessel? (U 
11138,26). 

The temporal use of the locative is apparently not too common. The 
London (Manich&an script) ms. of the Xw on its 1.338 adds bir 
yegirmin& ay bes otuzda “on the 25” of the 11” month” as dating to the 
text; its copyist appcars to have spoken a dialect which differed in this 
matter from his source. Further examples are bokünki küntâ “today? (U 
TI 50,8 as against bokünki kün in 34,5), ân kenintâ “at the end” (UN! 
31,2) or sizin yarligiyizni bir aZunta arig közâdgâli taplayu tâgintim “1 
have endeavoured to accept your commands so as to observe them 
ihroughout one life” (U 11 36,1). The dative and the nominative are also 
used for expressing time. 

The locative is used also with verbs of motion to mark the goal if the 
result of the event is a state. In Manich&an texts: o/ asanmi$ a$ kim ol 
ât özintâ kirür ölür (M Tl nr. 6 1113) “That caten food which enters that 
body dies?; ol i yalpragaki yerdâ tüsdi (ManUigFrag 17) “(The demon 
hidin a tree, but) the leaves of that tree fell to the ground? or özi tân/rif 
yeri iindâ kirti (1.8 of ms. M 541 edited in the note to BT V 217) “He 
himself entered into the divine country.” In Buddhist texts: dyan 
sakindlig y(i)ti kili€ köyüllüg eligtâ kirsâr tutulsar (UigBlock 30-31) “if 
the sword — i.e. meditation — enters the hand — i.e. the heart — and stays 
there, ...”; ikilâyü tamuda tüsmâtin ... (BT 11374-377) “not falling into 
hell once again ...”; basimtaki etiglig tokirim yuplunup yerdâ tüsâr 
bolur (MaitrH XII 4r6) “I dreamt that the adorned bun on my head 
disintegrates and falls to the ground”; ikinti aZunta bargali sakinyok sân 
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(U 11 48,6) “you”'ve decided to go to another existence?; not, of course, 
coming back.579 

In ol yâkniny üstün tâyri altin yalyukta kim ârsâr küğin tidtai yok (TT 
X 104-106) “There is nobody, neither among gods above nor among 
humans below, who restrains the power of that demon? the locative 
indicates membership in a group; it is here translated as “among”. 
Similarly biz ikigüdü kanyusi küdlügrâk biz (Wettkampf 43) “Who 
among us two is the stronger”. 

In relatively early texts, including the runiform ones, the locative has 
ablatival meaning in addition to the locatival one, as in inscriptional 
Tabgaö xaganta bâdizsi kâlürtüm “1 brought decorators from the 
Chinese emperor?. Cf, further ay fâyri ordosinta enipân “coming down 
from the palace of the Moon God? (Hymnus 8) and mintidâ ... tutgil 
*receive ... from me? (Mâitr 187r11-12). In Maitr 5r16-17 (missing part 
completed from out of the parallel Hami ms.) the ms. had the clause 
tagda Öinagantik atlig fot kâlürlüp “bringing the herb named 
cınagandhika from the mountain”, but barip “going? was subseguentliy 
added above the word fagda, in order (according to Laut 1986: 62) to 
get the now unusual ablatival use of the locative understood by the 
reader. The phrase ölümtâ / ölmâkdâ oz- “to escape death” appears a 
number of times in IrgB and in 1.2 of the hymn mentioned above, and 
cf. ömgâklârintâ ozgflurj- (Maitr 135r16-17), âmgâktâ ozgur- (KP 6,2). 
In siz #idimlig xanlarniy töz yiltizda siz (Wettkampf 49) “You are from 
the root of crowned kings” an ablatival locative is used predicatively. 

Comparatives always govern the *d4 form, as in antada taki yegrâk 
“even better than that” or bardada idgârürâk bardada üzârâk (BT V 
170-171) “more central and higher than everything (else)”. They need 
not have *r4k, as in kamagda öyrâ “first of all”, muntada ymâ 
sâvgülük taplaguluk âd tavar bulmaz mân (U Tl 83,3) “1 can't find 
anything more highly lovable and desirable than yow. 

Elatives can repeat the same adjective, putting it first into the locative 
case form, as aglakta aglak (MaitrH XI 6r10-11) “most unfreguented”, 
tfârindâ târiy (Suv) “exceedingiy deep?, artokta artok (U W B2) “very 
much”. 

Relational nouns (discussed in section 4.22) practically always appcar 
in the locative. This holds not only for local and temporal ones such as 
icintâ “m, öyüyüzdâ “before you, üskümtâ “in my presence?, kenindâ 
“after” but also for the ones with abstract meaning such as yolinta 


570 Another DKPAM instance of bar- * locative appcars in Udayana 7; the editor in a 
note expresses his opinion that this is rare and guotes three further instances from Suv. 
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“conceming?, ugrinta “for the sake of, /iltaginta “because of”, küdintâ 
“due to” or füsintâ “as a result of. | take it that the non-local ones, such 
as /iltag “reason, küc “force” or tüs$ “fruit”, do this in analogy to the 
ones having local or temporal semantics in the first place, such as yol 
“way? or ugur “point in time, occasion”. 


4.1107. The directive-locative / partitive-locative 

With *-r4 we have to distinguish between living uses with partitive- 
locative meaning and petrified forms, which we have called directive- 
locative. Among these latter /4$ra, idrâ and asra”! are local, while öyrâ 
“before” and kesrâ “after” are temporal; the late BT III 891 adds füp 
soyira “at the very end?” < soy*ra, which is also temporal. We find the 
directive-İocative in a number of functions: The forms are, first of ali, 
used adnominally, both by themselves as i&râ sav in Tuf 34 “internal 
(perhaps “secret”) letter”, asra mansiz sakindlar “humble unassuming 
thoughts” (TT 11,2 68) or öyrâ azğundaki kiline (TT VT! F 15) “an action 
in a previous incarnation”, and with --k/, as ilrâki (also lexicalised asa 
title) and öyrâki (öyrâki eliglâr “the ancient kings? in TT 193); we even 
have ân öyrâ “carliest?. The inscriptions used the *r4 forms in pairs, to 
represent opposite topics: idrâ a$siz, fa$ra tonsuz (KT E26, BO E21) 
“no food in their stomachs and no clothes on their backs”, beriyâ 
tavgalig, öyrâ kitahig (Tuüi 7) “in the south the Chinese, in the cast the 
Kitans” or üzâ kök tfâyri asra yagiz yer kilintokda (KT El) “when the 
blue heaven was created above and the brown carth below; in BO S13 
kesrâ and öyrâ are opposed in a similar way. In adverbial use we find 
them in iğrâ bân bulgayin (SU S4) “1 will stir up internal dissent” öyrâ 
kün tugsikda (KT F4) “in the cast, where the sun rises” or /a$ra yoriyur 
(KT E 11-12) “They are marching out”; documentation for directive- 
locative forms as postpositions is given in section 4.21: £esrâ and fasra 
are found to govermn the locative, asra the nominative, öyrâ and idrâ 
cither the locative or the nominative. 


In living use we find *r4 added to names of body parts of persons or 
other creatures, which are also referred to as such in the sentence: süyün 
yürâkrâ sancit- (Maitr Taf 3318) is “to be pierced at one's heart by a 
lance?, kuslar kargalar kâlip töpörâ sokup karakimizni sadraturlar 
(Maitr Taf 20315 — MaitrH XX 13r4) “birds and ravens come, pick at 
our heads and gouge out our eyeballs?. ba$ra fâpip (U TI 14,3) appears 


571 The Uygur use of asra and asraki is documented in the UW; see the EDPT for 
their cognate as*tfin, which was in use from Oarakhanid on (both in DLT and OB). 
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in fİragmentary context but the DLT has four instances of basra “on the 
head” all connected with the meaning of “striking” or “hitting”. 

The “body part — body” relationship prompted the term “partitive- 
locative”; if the reference to living beings is by noun phrase or pronoun, 
the nominals referring to that whole are placed in the accusative: ü€ 
adri süyün olarni ogsuz tâgindsiz öz konokra sandarlar (Maitr Taf 
75116) “they pierce them with tridents at any moment at the seat of their 
soul (öz konok), In bir ikintiskâ közrâ kulkakra sandi$ur biz, tilimizni 
bicisur biz (Maitr Taf 174v29) “We stab each other in the eye and the 
car and cut each other's tongue” and in agulug ogin yürâkrâ urup 
amrak isig özin üzgil (U WI 55,4) “end its (i.e. the elphant's) dear life, 
hitting (it) at (its) heart with a poisoned arrow, we find that the body 
parts köz, kulkak and yürâk are put into the partitive-locative case while 
fil and isig öz are in the accusative with possessive suffix. For the first 
group there is explicit or implicit reference to the owners of the body 
parts, the speaker in the first sentence, the elephant in the second; this 
reference is taken up by possessive suffixes in the second part of the 
sentences, but that is linked with a switch to the accusative. In orgaklar 
kâlip bizni tüprâ orarlar “Sickles come and mow us off our roots” 
(Maitr 201v9) the speakers and victims are plants and not living being; 
it is not clear whether plants are in principle included in the domain of 
*rA or whether the use of this suffix here indicates that the plants are 
being metaphorically assimilated to (suffering) living beings. Note that 
this partitive-locative use is compatible with the victim (e.g. bizni) ora 
part of his body * possessive suffix (e.g. /iimizni) being put into the 
accusative, but that the *r4 noun itself is incapable of such reference by 
possessive suffix. In fâyri burxan yarligin töpörâ tuta tâginip kântü 
kântü ârgüsinârü yadiltilar (TT V1464) “They respectfully brought the 
divine Buddha's decree to their heads and dispersed cach to his own 
abode” the action is a gentle one, unlike the other instances guoted. This 
is also an example for all the ways in which *rx4 and *g4rU (which 
some had thought to be related or even identical) differ: the former 
referring to a body part without possessive suffix, the latter referring to 
a place and coming with a possessive suffix which refers to the subject 
of the two verb phrases. 


4.1108. The ablative 

The ablative expresses “source”, as in ögdin kaydin bâlgürmis ât'öz “the 
body which emerged from mother and father? (as distinct from the 
spiritual body; Maitr 26A r12), or fâyri yerintin tayarlar “they slip 
down from the divine land”. In Manich&an texts we have, e.g,, 
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xormuzta tâyrig tamudan yokaru agturti (M 1 13,19) “They raised the 
god Ohrmizd up from hell; ig yayi yerdân temin örtürürdü (M114,11) 
“as one straightway grows a plant from fresh earth; #öpödân tirayak 
uliya f(tâgi (M 1 17,19) “from head to the tip of the (toe-) nail” etc.; 
many more examples are mentioned in Zieme 1969: 115. Ablatival 
content is, in all runiform and most Manich&an sources, mostliy 
expressed by the suffix -d4, and some Manich&an texts have both 
*dAn and ablatival 4-44. The examples ot kim igaldan ünüp yana 
igadag örtâyür “the fire which arises from a tree and then burns the 
tree? (M 17,3) and fonnuy biti kim kisinân târisintâ ünüp yana kisinân 
kanin kântü sorar “the clothes” louse which arises from a person's skin 
and then itself sucks the person's blood” (M 1 8,15) occur in the same 
passage of one and the same text and are intended to serve as similes 
for the same phenomenon; yet one has igadtdan while the other uses 
the form fârisinstâ. But then fire and lice do not behave in the same 
manner; in English one would also say that lice arose in somebody?s 
skin (as believed in the Middle Ages). A flame has an upward 
movement by nature and continuously, which is not the case with lice 
(presumabiy not while being born, at any rate). From looking at the 
examples of *dAn (which is the form most Manich&an texts have) and 
of ablatival (#44 one gets the impression that their uses are not 
identical: The former is generally used of physical movement away 
from a source, while the latter refers to sources from which the subject 
merely separates or keeps apart, serves in comparison, is governed by 
postpositions like ken “after”. 

oz- and kutrul-, both “to be saved, escape”, as well as their causative 
counterparts govem the ablative or the ablatival locative; e.g. alp 
adalarintin oszunlar (thus the ms. in Pothi 233) “May they escape their 
grave dangers”, bo adatin kutrulgay sân (DKPAMPb 228) and famutin 
tüzüni ozkurtuyuz (Pothi 68) “You have saved them all from hell”, 
XLIX) “She escaped death” and ömgâktâ ozgurgay sân (KP 6,2) “You 
will free them from suffering”. 

In section 4.635 we mention a number of examples in rather late texts 
of the ablative added to the infinitive or to verbal nouns such as the one 
in -dOk to express cause. 

The DLT proverb kü€ ildin kirsâ törö tüylüktin Gikar shows ablatives 
in prolative meaning; it signifies “If violence comes in by the (tent's) 
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entrance,i7? proper conduct goes out by the smoke hole?. Orkhon Turkic 
and Uygur use *Gd4 as prolative case. 

The ablative formed with *d/n — #dAn is not casy to distinguish from 
the orientational formative *dXn (which, in fact, often appcars as *din 
in Buddhist texts): The latter never has ablatival meaning, is added to 
bases whose actual interpretatlon is deictic and can be used 
adnominaliy; the former never gualifies nouns.i73 


4.1109. The eguative 
Examples for the original spatial meanings of the eguative are rather 
rare. One of these meanings is limitative (“up to a certain point)”, e.g. 
belââ boguzda suvda yori- (KP 36,4) “to walk in water reaching up to 
one's waist or throat” or /izdâ “knee-deep' (MaitrH XXV 3v19). 
Another spatial meaning is prolative (“by a certain road”); e.g. /risfi 
utuzup adin öyi yolda yoritdi ol mogodlarig (U 1 9, Magijer) “the angel 
led the Magi by a different way”; kökJ kalik yolinda (DKPAMPb 215) 
“through the sky?” or ögnüy agizda kirip “entering by the mother's 
mouth” (BT VII A 262-3). It is this meaning which also gave kanca 
“where to” and the like. I take the prolative meaning of *G4 to have 
been the primary one, as the passages from that to accordance or 
similarity seem to be likely semantic paths. In the previous section we 
mentioned a Çarakhanid instance of the ablative used as prolative case. 
Ouantitative approximation is a content often expressed by *Gc4, asin 
gan ögüzdüki kum saninda “as many as the sand particles in the river 
Ganges?” (U II 47,83) or, adnominally, öigdâ âr (Tui 42) 
“approximately fifty men. köyüldâ is “as much as one's heart desires”. 
barda “all” is presumabiy also constructed from bar “(what) there is” by 
using *GA in such a guantitative use, originally presumably meaning “as 
much as there is. #ükâ-gütdü in nââ taplasar tükâgüâ tavar algil (U 


572 il is the base of ilgârü “forward, castward” and ilki “first” because the entrance of 


the carly Turks? tents were made to face the rising sun. 

573 Examples for orientational *dXn are ikidin âyâgüsintâ “ftom his ribs on both sides” 
(DKPAMPb 207) and orton (< *ortodun) yol “the middle way”. ol yâkniy üstün tâyri 
altin yalyukta kim ârsâr kücin tidtadi yok (TT X 104-106) signifies “There is nobody, 
neither among the gods above nor the humans below, who restrains the power of that 
demon”. (BTID 186). *dXn forms can also be used as postpositions governing the 
locative or the nominative; cf. section 4.21. In kisi alasi idtin, yilki alasi ta$tin (DLT fol. 
58) idttin and ta$*fin are used predicatively; this proverb can perhaps be best translated 
as “An animal's leprosy is visible; a person's leprosy (metaphorical for treachery) is 
hidden”. *dXn forms can get possessive suffixes referring to the orientational centre: 
tagdintin*ta (e.g. in At VII 275) signifies “to its north”. Forms like this last one show 
that -dXn is not a case suffix, as its place is before, not after the possessive suffix. 
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MI 47,19) and ârdni yendü kâmikâ tükâgücü urup (KP 34,3) hasa 
similar meaning: “Take as much stuff as you like, till there is none left” 
and “loading as much jewels and pearls on the ship as there were? 54 
More documentation for -sU*Ğ4 and -ml/s4Ğ4 expressing limitative 
guantification is guoted at the end of section 4.124. Many instances of 
the very common bunca (munda) and anda also refer to guantification, 
as anda âmgânip (KP 47,3) “going to so much trouble”. 

Just as often, however, *64 expresses abstract accordance, e.g. 
bodunug âdüm apam törösinda yaratmis (KT E 13, BO E 12) “he 
organized the nation according to the tradition of my ancestors”; kiyinig 
könlüydâ ay (Tuü 1 N8) “pass judgement as you see fit”, lit. “according 
to your heart”; yalyuklar saninda bögsâr “if one sums (it) up by human 
reckoning (as against divine years which, in Buddhist mythology, are 
considerabiy longer)? or /okuzundc kay törösindâ altunlug kürekarnin 
ârdnilig toraninta olorup “sitting among the jewel nets of the golden 
tent in the manner of the ninth stratum”. 

There is an eguative “of judgement? with sakin-: fisi kisilâr(i)y körkin 
mânizin nâny yokda âdligsizcâ sakinur (M Ul nr.8V11 18-9) “He thinks of 
female persons? appearance and face as (*cC4) nought and worthless” or 
bâksiz mâyüsüz ât özüg bâkdâ mânyüdâ sakinip ... (Gedank p.133) “(1) 
considered the fickle and transient body to be stable and durable”. 

Similarity is also expressed by this suffix: ikinti kün örtdâ kizip kâlti 
(Tuü II W4-5) “the next day he arrived red-hot as fire; kaniy suvda 
yügürti, süyükün tagöa yatdi (KT E24) “your blood flowed like water, 
your bones lay there like a mountain”. In this last function *-c4 was in 
competition with the similative (and with the postposition /âğg): We 
have arpada salilmis “scattered like barley” in Hymnus 3 but 
(kafviklayu sadilu “getting scattered like chaff” in (late) Neujahr 29. 

In sülig savin yimsak agin arip irak bodunug anda yagutir ârmis (KT 
S5 — BO N4) “They used to cheat them with sweet words and soft 
textiles and thereby used to attract the distant tribes to their vicinity? the 
form anda refers to means (detailed in the first part of the sentence) 
used for the purpose expressed by the main verb. 

*cA is often added to names for peoples to form adjectives, as 
ânâtkâkdâ “Indian”. The reference to languages by eguative forms also 
comes from this special use of similative *-c4. The target language of 
translations can appear with *cA4, e.g. k(â)si adari ânâtkâk ftiflintin 
toxri tilinda yaratmis, /praftnaraksit atari toxri tlüntin ftürkj tilünda 
âvirmi$ maytrisilmitl nom bitig (MaittH XX Endblatt v7-9) “the 


574 In his note to his edition of the KP passage, Hamilton argues for translating 
tükâgüdü as “as much as is necessary”; this is possible. 
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doctrinary text Maitreyasamiti, which master K. adapted from Indian to 
Tokharian and master P. translated from Tokharian into Turkic” or 
favgac tilinda agtar- (At VU 48) “to translate to Chinese”. 

*cA can, finally, be added to adjuncts such as asnu “previous(Iy)? and 
in such cases makes their adjunct function more explicit. 

The name “eguative? has been retained for this case form only out of 
convenience, to accord with general Turcological usage; eguative 
meaning is not in any way central to the use of Old Turkic *€4. 


4.1110. The instrumental 
One of the meanings of the instrumental morpheme is instrumental in 
the narrow sense, as amari tamuluglarig irig erpâkin erpâyürlâr, kârkin 
yonarlar, baltun yararlar “They saw some of the dwellers of hell with 
large saws, hew them with axes, split them up with hammers” (MaitrH 
XV 3v25-26), from erpâk, kârki and baltu respectively. The 
instrumental is used for expressing a tool or a means to an end already 
in Orkhon Turkic oktun “with an arrow? (KT E 36). In bo yolun yorisar 
“if we walk this way” (Tuü 1 S8) the way is the “means” for carrying out 
one”s aim. The subject's body parts are also instruments, e.g. in 
tums$ukin tarmakin tarma- “to scratch with their beaks and claws? or in 
ol kân& ogulkya ... iki kolucakin atasiniy boyunin kulup ... (DKPAMPb 
197) “that sweet little boy ... embraced his father's neck with his two 
little arms ...?. In the sentence bodisavt yarlikancudi biligin inda sakin& 
sakinur “m his commiseration, the bodhisattva has the following 
thoughts” we find the instrumental in its most abstract instrumental use. 
âmgâklig / katig / ulug ünin uli- / külüs- / münyrâ- is “to moan, to laugh 
or to bellow with a painful, strong or loud voice?. The voice is here no 
longer an instrument in the narrow sense, in that the subject does not 
make conscious and purpose-oriented use of it. 

The instrumentals in ag(a)r kadgun ulug bususun yanip bardi “He 
burmed away in great grief and sorrow (early Uygur), saya 
amranmakin ... ölür mân “1 die from love for you” (U NI 82,28), 
âsrökün ögsüz bolup “getting senseless through drunkenness? (M 16,16) 
or finliglarig ... ârtiyü ömgâkin ölürür (TT X 50) “He kills the creatures 
with great pain” may all express manner, circumstance or what brought 
the event about; cf. #fagin “because” and nâ tiltagin “why”. Here the 
instrumental does not, of course, express a conscious means cither. 

Measure is expressed e.g. in /uZif tâyri yerintâki yil sanin sanasar “if 
one counts by the reckoning of years of the Tuşita heavens”. 

The instrumental expresses manner in bodun ... yadagin yaliynin yana 
kâlti the people came back on foot and practically naked” (KT E 28). It 
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expresses posture in /öpötn “head down(wards)?, in phrases such as 
töpön tüs- “to fall head downwords; to bow with one's head on the 
ground” or /öpön yatgur- “to make somebody lie down with one's face 
to the ground? both attested several times. 

winter?” (BO S 2), ol üdün “at that time” (Xw 7), sön “for some time” 
(Xw 9), nâ kolon “at what moment” (M TL nr.7 MI v15-16); as non- 
referential temporal in femin “just now, #üntün künsün “by day and 
night” or yilin ayin turkaru âv bark idindâ ada tuda âgsömâz (TT VI 
62) “Continuously, through years and months, hazards and calamities at 
home do not stop”. 

It has been said that the instrumental does not have local meaning 
(Gabain 1950: 10, a.0.). With amga korugun kisla- “to spend the winter 
in the goat reserve” in Orkhon Turkic, however, and in dif*tim-in 
yayladim “1 spent the summer within my borders” (SU) a purely 
instrumental meaning would I think, be very unlikely. Another spatial 
use of this case, already mentioned above, is the “path”. 

The use to which b4$-in from bas “head” is commonly put does not 
enter into any of the mentioned categories; e.g. sanki &(a)kr(a)v(a)rt 
elig xan basin sâkiz tümân tört min bâglâr (MaitrH XVI 2a7) “the 
14000 lords headed by the cakravartin king Sahkha.” 

With ör-, the instrumental suffix describes states, e.g. in âsânin âdgün 
âr- “to be well” (UigBrief A), #irigin âr- “to be alive” (BT V 220; also 
517-8 and 523), kânfü ymâ arigin turugun ârür, üzüksüz arigin ârmâkig 
sâvâr amrayur (M 118 V r 6-7) “And he himself keeps pure, and loves 
being clean all the time”. kulugun kivligin ornanur (TT V1 101) “He 
dwells in blessing” may be similar, or the “blessing” may be 
instrumental in the narrower sense. 

Schinkewitsch 1926 gives examples for the use of the instrumental in 
the DLT, stating that it is fully productive in that source. 


4.1111. The comitative 

This rare case gives the meaning “(together) with”. It appears as -/XgU 
in inscriptional sources, as -/UgUn in Manichaan ones. Examples for 
the latter are fâyri üc tâyrilârlügün ... kâlir (M 11 31.2,, nr. 131112) 
“The ... god comes with the three gods”, and #âyrilâr söz*in-lügün 
yâkkâ sünüsgâli kâlti (Xw 2) “with the word of the gods he came to 
fight the demow. In anig kilindig s()mnulugun bes törlüg yâklârlügün 
sünüsdi (Xw 4-5) “He fought with the evil-doing devil and with the five 
classes of demons” and of fâyri sön yâklügün sünüsüp (Xw 74) “the god 
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of fire fought with the demon a long time ago'”” the comitative is also 
reciprocal in content. m BO E33 we have iniligü “together with a 
younger brother?, in BO E41 eki üc kisiligü tâzip bardi “he fled with 
two or three persons”. 


4.1112. The similative 

The similative in “/4yU, common in Orkhon Turkic, Uygur and 
Oarakhanid with nouns in all semantic domains and with pronouns, 
signifies “like, similar to, as if. Its use appecars to have been mainly 
adverbial, in accordance with its origin as a converb form (4/4-yU). 
The common Orkhon Turkic expression oplayu tâg- “to attack like a 
threshing ox? already has this case suffix. The form is discussed, with 
numerous examples, in OTWF 406-9. Cf. further yu/ftuzHayu tizilmi$ 
“arranged in a row like stars” (Ht III 532), sâkiz yiyak barda küzâdlâyü 
cokradi (Ht VU 816) “The four corners of the earth boiled like a pot” or 
the adnominal instance yu/layu bay “rich as a fountain” (At VT! 177). 
munilayu signifies “thus”, whereas anilayu ok (with ok in all examples 
known to me) has a more sentence-adverbial function. The similative 
was in competition with the postposition /ög and with the case suffix 
*GcA when used with similative meaning (rather rare in Old Turkic). 


4.12. Complex nominal phrases 


Old Turkic complex nominal phrases are practically always syntactical 
constructions with one nominal phrase as head and another one as 
satellite. It is guite rare for them to become one word; such an instance 
is ât'öz “body”, in Semitic scripts always spelled without space between 
its parts (â/ “flesh” and öz “essence; self”) but with an a/ef before the 
rounded vowel. Three instances in BuddhKat (Tibetan script) and nine 
instances in TT VMI and Maue 1996 (Brâhmi) spelled öfüz show that it 
was treated as one word: In non-first syllables of words, /0 ö/ appcar 
only if the preceding syllable is also /0/ or /ö/ or if the word ends ina 
/k/ immediately following upon the vowel in guestion. (There are, on 
the other hand, 24 Brâhmi instances where it does show ö in the second 
syllable.) k£ön?(â)yri is, e.g., spelled as one word in TT X 288; it denotes 
the “sun”, not necessarily as a deity. yer suv, literally “land Jand)| water? 
signifies “country”; we find the two words spelled as one in TT X 


575 A further, fragmentary instance of this phrase appcars in Xw 9. 
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371.576 Proper names formed with the element xan “ruler? are discussed 
in OTWEF 76-7. 

There is a variety of complex nominal phrases; we here group them 
according to whether their satellite is possessive, descriptive, deictic or 
guantifying. Descriptive satellites specify the meaning of the head. The 
difference between deictic and possessive ones should become 
sufficientiy clear when considering pronominal satellites: 0/ is deictic, 
its genitive aniy possessive. Descriptive, deictic and guantifying 
satellites are not, as such, NPs, and do not establish any reference 
relationship distinct from that of their head; possessive satellites, on the 
other hand, do establish a reference relationship of their own, unless 
they are sortal (generic in a sense, in which case they in fact describe 
the kernel). Any morphology relating to the syntactic use to which the 
nominal phrase as a whole is put is borne by the head and not the 
satellite; such morphology will be disregarded in this section. 


4.121. Nominal phrases with possessive satellite 

What is commonly termed as “possession” is often expressed with 
both the possessive suffix on the head and the genitive of the satellite: 
Pronominal examples are möniy süm (SU S9) “my army”, mânin 
yutuzum (M 1 5) “my wife” or bizniy üzütümüz “our souls” (Xw 8). In 
the last instance the phrase is an apposition to “the fivefold god who is 
the son of Hormuzta'; the identity of this god with owr soul is indeed 
something to be stressed. 

Nominals can, in addition, be gualified by a demonstrative (as in 
Italian, unlike English, French or German), e.g. bo biziy âmgâkimiz 
“this suffering of ours” (TT X 68); or by an adjective. An adjective need 
not follow the genitive of the personal pronoun but can also precede it, 
as amrak mâniy oglum “my dear son” (DKPAMPb 1024), k(ajmug 
mâniy sürügüm (BT V 941-2) “my whole herd', yavas mâniy ögücüm 
(BT XTM 12,111) “my dear gentle mother”. altunlug kürekarnin ârdnilig 
torani “the jewel net of the golden temple” and safigöinin ödi ârigi “the 
merchant's advice” are instances with nominal satellite. When a 
nominal satellite refers to a person other than the third, the possessive 
suffix of the head is also of that person, e.g. mân xwentsonuy küdüm 
(HtPek 89r5-11) “my, Xuanzang's, powers” or mân kitay kayaniy ... 
kitay oglanim (SUK Mi3.2) “my, Kitay-kaya's ... Chinese servant”. 

For an example like #onnuy biti “clothes” louse? (M 18,14) the context 
makes it clear that clothes and louse are generic: In Old Turkic it does 


576 This ms. may have been particularly prone to such spellings or its editor may have 
been especially sensitive to them. 
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not seem to be the case that genitive satellites are specific while non- 
adjectival satellites in the nominative are generic (as we know it e.g. 
from modem Turkish). 

Text organisation can get other parts of a sentence intervene between 
a genitive and its head; thus in the following example (TT X 104-106), 
where yâktniy “the demon's? is a satellite of küdtin “his power (acc.): 
In ol yâkniy üstün tâyri altin yalyukta kim ârsâr küin tidtadi yok 
“There is nobody, neither among the gods above nor among humans 
below, who restrains the power of that demon” the demon is the topic. 
There is no justification for the view expressed by Gabain in her note to 
the passage that this is an instance of “untürkische Wortfolge”. 

In instances as the following the head has the 3'İ person possessive 
suffix but the satellite is unmarked: kelân kâyik muyuzi (TT 142) “the 
horn of a unicorn, fâyri yeri “divine land”, xan süsi “the royal army”, 
kögmüân irintâ “north of the Sayan (range), burxanlar tamgasi “the seal 
(i.e. the last) of the Buddhas”, be$ #âyri yaroki “the light of the fivefold 
god”, nom kuti “the holy doctrine?, sansar âmgâki (UN 81,68) “the 
sufferings of samsâra”, Orkhon Turkic kö! tegin atisi (yollug tegin) 
“(Y.T.,) the nephew of K. tegim. Plural satellites need not be in the 
genitive either: #âyrilâr sözinlügün (Xw 2) “with the word of the gods”; 
tâyrilâr ordolari titrâyür “the palaces of the gods are trembling”. 
Another instance where both head and satellite are in the plural (the 
head being marked by possessive suffix) is bo yagilar kizlarin ... biip 
kâsip (MaitrH Y 211) “cutting up (the bodies of) these daughters of 
enemiecs?. Even satellites shown to be definite by having possessive 
suffixes do not have to be in the genitive, e.g. oglum savi (KP 63,2) 
“news from my son” or izim bâlgüsi (Ht NI 318) “he mark of my 
footprint”. These contents are not, of course, very well described with 
the label “possessive?, since no possession is involved. 

In some cases, what looks like this construction may be one nominal 
phrase only at first sight; the following sentence could instead be an 
instance of the “double subject construction” (discussed in section 4.4): 
antag antag yertâ bir köl suvi sugulup on min baliklar künkâ köyüp ... 
(Suv 603,11) could signify “what happened to a lake in some particular 
place was that its waters got drained and 10,000 fish got bumed by the 
sun”. The relationship between bir köl and suvi would then be not one 
of government within a single nominal phrase but one of apposition; bir 
köl might have been mentioned as topic while suv would be the actual 
subject of sugul-. 

Relatively rarely the attribute stands in the genitive although the head 
has no possessive suffix. This happens in the inscriptions (e.g. mânin âr 
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“my men; Yegân Silig bâgiy kâdimlig torug at “the harnessed bay horse 
of S. bâg, the khan's nephew? in KT E33), most often in lamaistic texts 
of the 14" century. Further examples are sânin alimdi âr kâldi “Your 
creditor came” (UigBrief D 6, a personal letter) and biziy bes yüz ârân 
“our 500 men” (KP 53.4-6). In instances in Classical Uygur, the satellite 
is often a highly honored person or entity; e.g.: eligimiz kutinin idok 
y(a)rifi)g üzâ (At VT! 58) “by the holy order of his majesty our king” or 
((âlyri burxannay bir pla)dakda tâylig nom (U TI 29,16-17) “as (little 
as) one verse from the divine Buddha's teaching”. im Manich&an texts: 
((Ölylriml, mfâ)n sizin yultuzuf/gj körüp kololap ... (MM nr.13 v7) 
“My lord, I have viewed and observed your star ...”; siziy üdrülmis 
fristilâr “your chosen messengers?; siz fidimlig xanlarnin töz yiltizda siz 
(Wettkampf 49) “You are from the root of crowned kings?. Two hymn 
ttles, vam vayinuny bas “the hymn of the god Vam? and b(4)y ros(a)n 
zaw(a)r Zirifinun basta “the hymn to god, light, power and wisdom” (M 
II 9 and 10 respectively) show the same structure. 

Sometimes heads appcar without possessive suffix and attributes in 
the nominative although the relationship is neither appositional nor 
adjectival, as in balik kapagda olor- (KP 64,7) “to sit at the city gate? or 
bes aZun tinliglar “the beings of the five existences?. kün orto “noon” 
would seem to be of the same type, as its literal meaning is “the middle 
of the day”. 

There is an adnominal partitive locative with referential satellite, as in 
ol yâklârdâ ulugi (ManUigFrag 15) “the leader of those demons”. 

As a rule, the genitive precedes its head; this was the case in all the 
examples guoted. An occasional exception occurs e.g. in Windgott, 
which has âkinti / üdüne / törtünc / besind ârdöm(i) sâvinc(i)97! yel tâyri 
küinin “the second / third / fourth / fifth virtue and joy of the power of 
the wind god” as titles of text sections. The text is a translation from 
Parthian and the translator clearly copied the word order of his source, 
in which all the corresponding phrases follow their head as weli. 
Making the genitives precede would have pushed the ordinals out of the 
prominent first position. 


4.122. Nominal phrases with descriptive satellite 

When satellites do not refer to a possessor, do not guantify and are not 
deictic they describe the head. When neither the satellite nor the head 
have any morphology, the satellite is most often an adjective, as in 


577 There are some lacunas in the text but it is also clear that there is an intended 
stylistic variation, the possessive suffix being cither present on both terms, present only 
on the second (making that an instance of group inflexion) or absent on both. 
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Orkhon Turkic yimsak agi “soft textile”. Heads can also be adjectives 
goveming other terms, e.g. degree adverbs. Further expansions of 
adjectives have the shape -g4// uluz “casyto ..” and -g4l/ tâgimilig 
“worthy of ..', where they govem the supine; examples for this 
construction are mentioned in section 4.23. 

In a case like be$ yüz tâmir talkuklar (U MI 47,8) “500 iron pegs? the 
attribute is the name of some material, like “iron? or “wood”. Such 
attributes have at least some adjective characteristics; cf. German 
“egisern”, French “en fer”. 

In other instances the attribute is a proper name, e.g. orkon ögüz “the 
Orkhon river”, ram ay, the name of a month, or kögmüân tag “the Sayan 
mountain (range)”; or the whole phrase is a proper name, as yel fâyri 
“the Wind God”, suk yâk “the Demon of Greed”. The attribute in /akigu 
yil “the year of the hen” is a proper name in a sense, as no real hen was 
probably denoted: To the Old Turks, the association of years with 
particular animals was presumably already arbitrary. 

kulum küyüm bodun “the nation (consisting of) my male and female 
slaves” (SU S9) and kö! tegin atisi yollug tegin “Yollug tegin, the 
nephew of Köl /egin” (KT SE) are instances of apposition; the satellite 
here refers to the same entity as its head, unlike possessive satellites: 
kulum künüm and bodun, köl tegin atisi and yollug tegin are 
coreferential. With &edin /ânât)kâk yerintâ (Ht VI 11) we know only 
because of the context that we should not translate it as “in the country 
of western India” but as “in the west (as seen from China, where the text 
was written), in India”. Note that “in the west is not &edin!ğ, the 
locative suffix being applied only once, after the second element: It 
tums out that apposition applies group inflexion to noun phrases as 
well. Appositions can also follow the head, e.g. yaSovati kuncuylar 
ârdinisi (Maitr 51131) “Yasovati, the jewel of ladies” with a 
metaphorical phrase. yegâdmâk utmak bolzun maya agdok kari petkâi 
mar isoyazd maxistak üzâ “May 1, the worthless old scribe, attain 
everlasting life through his holiness the maxistak Ioyazd? (M 128,19) 
shows an apposition in the nominative, agdok kari petkâi, to maya, a 
pronoun in the dative case. Even a whole clause can be an apposition, 
e.g. the one with ârfökin as head in apposition to muni in the following 
instance: muni körüp bodisatv, montag osoglug ârtökin, ... ârtiynü korkdi 
sezinti (Suv 630,10) “He saw this, the bodhisattva, i.e. that this was the 
situation, and became exceedingly frightened ... and worried.” 

The most elaborate descriptive satellites are the adnominal relative 
clauses; these are described in section 4.61 and its subsections. 


SYNTAX 385 


A fürther way to link nominals is for the satellite to get the suffix 
HXg with no suffix on the head. Such instances can be classified into 
two main groups: Either the two nominals have two distinct referents or 
they refer to the same entity. In a first type, the content of the satellite 
can be said to be “at” the content of the head, or the latter to “have” the 
former; e.g. didimlig baslar “crowned heads” (Maitr) or, with 
inalienable possession, aziglig foyuz “a tusked boar? (KC 18); in 
principle, -/Xg has no content of its own but merely serves subordi- 
native concatenation. The satellite often has a further gualification, as 
altun öylüg ... sigun (U W C58) “a golden-coloured deer”, sukanig 
tözlüg nom (BTTD 197) “a pleasant-natured doctrine? or, with a nouny 
gualifier, wi oglanlig âvci (Heilk Il 2,65) “a woman with male 
offspring”. The satellite can also be a verbal abstract whose subject is 
the head, as in yavlak sakindlig raksas (U W A66) “an evil-thinking 
râkşasa”; the râkşasa (a female demon) is here doing the thinking 
(sakin-). 

Some */Xg forms specify the material of which the referent of the 
head is made; al/tunlug kürekar “golden temple”, alfunlug lenxwa 
(BuddhStab Il 23) or #âmirlig tag (U Il 25,26) “iron mountain? consist 
wholly of gold and iron respectively; such satellites appeared also 
without -/Xe (cf. tâmir talkuklar guoted above). In #(âdyri kizlarilig 
terin kuvrag (U 11 30,29), the “gathering” (£erin kuvrag) is made up of 
“divine maidens” (£âyri kizlari). This is the second general type of -(Xe 
construction, and it is found only in Uygur. 

Sometimes the head is a borrowed element while the satellite is 
original Turkic, as in /aksutlug Sloklar (BT 1 A,40) “verse gâthas” or 
bodisatavnin kalmis süyüklüg sariri (Suv 627,16) “the remaining bone 
relics of the bodhisattva”: Here the verse and the s/okas, the bones and 
the relics are identical and coreferential, though their respective 
denotees may be different; the words may, however, also have been felt 
as mere translations of cach other. 

The following are relatively short examples of metaphorical -/Xe, 
also found only in Uygur: keniyâ burxan kutinlig kölök üzâ nirvanlig 
konoklukta konar (Pfahl 1 8) “In the end he will settle in the resting 
place that is nirvâna (which he will reach) with the vehicle that is 
Buddhadom'; dyan sakindlig y(i)ti kilic köyüllüg eligtâ kirsâr tutulsar 
(UigBlock 30-31) “if the sword — i.e. meditation — enters the hand — i.e. 
the heart — and stays there, ...”: In each of these cases, the head is the 
metaphor for the satellite. In sansarlig tâgzind “the samsâra-whirlpool? 
the whirlpool serves as metaphor for the manner in which souls are, 
according to Buddhist doctrine, whirled around among the various this- 
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and otherworldiy ways of existence. Buddhist Uygur literature shows 
numerous and often guite involved examples of extended metaphors 
which make use of *-/Xg. OTWF $ 2.01 has more details on this 
formative; the uses listed above are the syntactic ones. 

The relationship between £an and ögüz in tinliglarig ölürür, târisin 
soyar, kan ögüz akitar (KP 2,4) “They kill living beings, flay their skin 
and spill rivers of blood” can be called metaphorical guantification. 

Then there is the Old Turkic bahuvrihi construction, where the 
satellite itself is a nominal clause whose topic includes reference to the 
head. Here is an example, where köz, the topic of the satellite clause 
közi yarok “his eye is bright” has the possessive suffix to refer to idoklar 
“the saints”: közi yarok idoklarka bargil yakin (ETŞ 12,18, verse) “Go 
close to the bright eyed saints.” Such complex attributes can also be 
used predicatively; e.g. savti süzük and köyülsi katig in savi süzük 
köyüli katig tetmis siz (At VU 2128) “You are said to be clear of 
discourse and firm of heart”, or köyülti ögründülüg “Joyed of heart” in 
ol ödün yagi w(o)rm(i)zt bo savdfaJ ötrü köyüli ögründülüg bolmadi 
(Wettkampf 73) “Then the valiant Wormizt no longer enjoyed this 
matter”. In the following sentence (Warnke 434-439) three bahuvrihis 
altemate with -/Xg and adjective satellites: ayayu tutdalilar uzun 
yastlig bolgu ârip inip yana özti kisga bolmislari közünür; yaviz 
y(a)vlak fölültdi etitli kisilâr kisga yastlig bolgu ârip özti uzun 
bolmislari közünür; arig süzük köyülti yigiglig (/kisillâr ârtiyü bay 
“Those who care about honour should have long lives but in fact their 
lives tur out to be short; evil and murderous persons should have short 
lives but it turns out that their lives are long; people who are pure and 
serious should be very rich but instead they turn out to be poor”. The 
bahuvrihi construction helps underline the contrast between kisga, the 
predicate of the first sentence, and uzun, the predicate of the second. 
See Erdal 1998b for further thoughts on this. 

Local expressions ending in *dXn or *rA4 appear in adnominal use, 
e.g. ikidin âyâgüsintâ “from his ribs on both sides” (DKPAMPb 207), 
ta$tin ilindükâ ün- (KP 5.4) “to go out for a pleasure outing” (from iki 
“two? and /a$ “outside” respectively) or asra mansiz sakindlar “humble 
unassuming thoughts” (TT IL2 68). Other local and temporal 
constructions are made adnominal by *4/, as elaborated upon in section 
3.126; e.g. yazki ârümis yuka buz (At VT 731) “the thin melted ice of 
spring”. A partitive relationship can be expressed by adding *d4*k1 to 
the satellite and having birisi “one of them? or some other head with a 
possessive suffix; e.g. inmelun Sastr ârsâr inlip samiso ağari âvirmi$ 
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ânâtkâktâ bitiglârdâki birisi ârür (Ht VU 29) “As for the Yin ming lun 
sâstra, it is one among the Indian writings translated by Xuanzang?; #ört 
buluytaki âdgüsi uyuri terilipân mânilâyür (IrgB 28) “The best and 
most capable people among those of the whole world assemble (there) 
and rejoice”. 

It happens that postpositional phrases are used adnominally, e.g. in 
yugant üdtâki tâg ulug bâdük ot yalinlar közünür (MaitrH XX 1112) 
“There appcar fires and flames as big and tall as in the yugânfa age”; the 
phrase yugant üdtâki tâg here gualifies cither the two adjectives wug 
bâdük “big and tal? or the noun phrase binome o? yalinlar “fires and 
flames?. The sentence ada ödü(r)gü ücün sakin ayu berâlim (TT VA 
75). does not signify “Let us tell (you) thoughts so (you) can allay 
dangers? but “Let us inform you of the meditation (serving) the 
allayment of dangers?; the postpositional phrase is, again, adnominal, 
gualifying sakin. This is shown by the context, where other 
meditations serving different purposes are mentioned. Postpositional 
phrases are dealt with in section 4.21, where we mention two instances 
of adnominal birlâ phrases (one gualifying an adjective, another a 
noun). A very special type of construction dealt with there is that 
around the element w/ati, which is used when the head names a set, of 
which one or more members are to be mentioned attributively: 
Examples of this can be translated cither as “my classmates, including 
(or “above all”) John” or “John and my other classmates”; note that, in 
the second type (where wafi goverms the locative and not the 
nominative) English can not make the 'classmates” into the 
construction”s head. ba$/ap (e.g. in Suv 5,8) has a similar function. 

Two nominal attributes can be linked by âr-ip, a converb of the 
copula; e.g. aglak ârip köyülkâ yarasi oron (BT VU A361) “a solitary 
place which is beneficial to the heart”; sârmâlip akar suvlug ârip sâp 
sâm aglakta (UigStab A10) “in an absolutely isolated place with pure 
flowing water”; u/pal öylüg ârip iki kollug, oy eligintâ vair tutdadi ... 
ulug küdlüg maxakalaka yükünür biz (BT XIN 25,15) “We bow to 
mighty Mahâkâla, lotus coloured, two armed, holding the vajra in his 
right hand ...”. There are further examples for this in UW 408-9, $36 of 
the entry for âr-.5785 None of the instances are pre-classical. 

Consider finally the noun phrase bökün bar yaran yok bâksiz mâyüsüz 
ât'öz “the fickle and transient body which is here today and gone 


578 Röhrborm writes “zur Trennung von komplexen Attributen ... ungleicher innerer 
Struktur,” but the attributes in the last mentioned example are identical in structure. The 
UW translates sörmâlip of the UigStab A10 example (there guoted as “UigStab 117 o. 
10) as “reinigend” but sârmâl- is “to get strained”, hence “purified, limpid”. 
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tomorrow? (r12 in Gedank): The attributes bös-kün bar and yaran yok 
show the predicates bar 'existent” and yok “non-existent” used 
attributively and accompanied by temporal adverbs and thus come close 
to being verbless relative clauses (cf. their translation). 


4.123. Nominal phrases with deictic satellite 

Beside their pronominal function, the demonstratives bo and o/ are also 
common as (“pro-adjectival”) satellites, and then do not get inflected for 
case or number: There is no satellite concord in Old Turkic.5” 

When a noun is accompanied by both a demonstrative and one or 
more adjectives, the demonstrative normally precedes the adjective or 
the adnominal noun. The inverse order is, however, possible, as in 
umugsuz inagsiz bo tinliglar “these hopeless and destitute creatures? (U 
Il 4,7, in a rather early text), aklandig utun bo sansar (BT TI 902, a 
guite late source) “this repulsive and shameless samsâra? or (perhaps by 
poetic licence, for the sake of the rote-rhyme) arig gadirakud ol tagta 
(BT XII 7,1) “on that pure Grdhraküta mountain”. 

Interrogative-indefinite pronouns are also used attributively, both in 
their interrogative and their indefinite uses. Here is an example for 
indefinite nâ used in a correlative pair: nâ ymâ tastin siyarki bâlgülârig 
nâ ymâ idtin siyarki /bâlgülârig/ adruk adruk tüllârig koduru kololasar 
(MaitrH XI 3r29-30) “if one meticulously examines any extemal or 
internal signs (there may be) as well as the different dreams?. Indefinite 
ka€ and kayu can also serve adnominaliy. 

The reflexive pronouns kântü and öz appcar in adnominal use both in 
their nominative and their genitive forms and then signify “own”; 
examples for this are guoted in section 3.133. Where Orkhon Turkic has 
attributive kântü to show that the head is assigned (“belongs”) to the 
sentence topic, Uygur uses öz instead. A further way to rhematise 
possession is through the genitives of personal and demonstrative 
pronouns (sometimes combined with öz). Attributive demonstratives 
and possessive pronouns can be used together in one noun phrase, as in 
mâniny ol kayim xan “that father of mine, the king” (KP 16,1). 


4.124. Nominal phrases with guantifying satellite 

Numerals are joined to their head without marker, e.g. eki Sad (BO E 
21) two shads (a title); but names used for referring to tribal 
confederations such as Ü€ Karlok, Tokuz Tatar or Sâkiz Oguz are not 
normal guantifications unless shortened from öc (karlok bodun) “the 


579 There appcars to be a single exception in bolar yalyoklar “these persons” (Fedakâr 
239); the language of the mss. in Sogdian script is aberrant in other ways as weli. 


SYNTAX 389 


three Karlok peoples” > (üc karlok) bodun “he Three Karlok people”. 
Numerals demand no number agreement in that heads do not have to be 
in the plural, e.g. üc otuz balik (Tu 19) “23 cities”. Im Uygur, however, 
it is not rare to find the plural suffix in nouns accompanied by number 
words, often when referring to weli-known and closed groups; e.g. ol üĞ 
yaâklârig anx(a)rw(a)z(a)nta badi (M 1 19,1) “He bound those three 
demons to the zodiac?; on min baliklar (Suv 603,11) “10,000 fish”; sâkiz 
tümân tört miy ... baliklar “84000 ... towns'; alti kizlarig bulun alip 
“taking six girls as prisoners” (MaitrH Y 204). /kajtig tigrak bürtgâli 
yums$ak iki âmiglâri (TT X 445) “her two breasts, firm (but) soft to 
touch” shows a numeral following other attributes. 

Zieme 1969: 97 put together the material for the appearance of Ar 
with nouns in Manich&an texts, when these nouns are gualified by 
numerals or by the guantity words £amag, kop and alku all signifying 
“all”, by öküs “many? or by amari “a few, some, a part”. It turns out that, 
in the sources reviewed, the vast majority of nouns referring to humans 
or to mythological beings (with the exception of bes fâyri, which 
signifiles “the fivefold god?” and not “five gods” in Manicha&an 
mythology) have */4r when guantified. When these elements gualify 
nominals referring to other entities, these do not, in those texts, 
normaliy get the suffix -/4r. On the other hand the singular is by no 
means excluded with the first group and the plural not at all excluded 
with the second. More work clearly needs to be done on this matter.589 

In alku bizni barda utup yegâdip (U W A 266) “surpassing all of us” 
the head is a personal pronoun: “allness? is here expressed both by a/ku 
and barda, but alku is attributive to biz while barda is predicative. In 
ani alku ökünür biz (TT IW A76) “We repent all of that” the headisa 
demonstrative, ifl understand it correctiy to be gualified by a/ku. 

A further guantifying adnominal construction, described in OTWF 
section 3.106, uses deverbal nouns in -(X)m: âr turumi suv (DLT) 
“water the depth of a standing man” from /wr- “to stand” is construed 
just like süyüg batimi kar (KT E 35 and BO E 26) “lance-deep snow? 
from baf- “to go under”. yüz digin uzuni igac (DKPAMPb 1345) “a 
plank which is a hundred feet long” shows that lexemes other than 
-(X)m forms were also possible in the construction described there. 

We have Orkhon Turkic examples for the addition of approximative 
*€A to adnominal numerals, öligöâ ör “about 50 men? in Tui 42 and 


580 Predicative nominals are generally not put into the plural even when referring to 
humans, as ol kizlar kapagi biz tep tedi. ... kapagi kirkin biz tedilâr (KP 41,5-42,6) 
“Those girls said “We are doorkeepers.” ... They said “We are female doorkeeper 
servanis.”.” 
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yüzdâ ârin “with approximately 100 men? in BO E37. Cf. further eki üc 
kisiligü “with 2 or 3 people” in BO E41 and eki üc bin sümüz (Tuğ 14) 
“our two to three thousand soldiers?. Im bökünkidâ uzun (BT V 148) 
“long as on this day?” we find an eguative form (see section 3.126 for 
what precedes the eguative suffix) gualifying an adjective.58! 

In sân ölürmisdâ tinliglar “as many creatures as you have killed” (Suv 
15,18), bo bisurmisda âtlârig ... yeylâr (BT X11 3,53) “cat (pl.) up this 
cooked meat”, akmisca kanlarin yalgayur (BT XIN 3,75) “She licks up 
the blood which comes out” and bwlmisda sudurlarig Sastarlarig idok 
yarlig üzâ aktaru ârür biz (At VU 1021) “By holy (i.e. imperial) order 
we are translating as many süfras and Sâsiras as we can find” the 
adnominal guantifying eguative subordinates a headless relative clause 
of the type discussed in section 4.622. Attributive -gUtĞ4 expresses 
accordance, degree or limit: yaki$i uri körgüdâ yer (TT X 512) “a place 
for the yaksa boy to see (what was happening)?, âryâk ucin sancguda 
yer oron (MaitrH XV 218) “a place the size of a hole (sanc- “to pierce”) 
one would make by the tip of one's finger” or nâlâ taplasar, tükâgülü 
tavar algil (U 11 47,19) “Take as much goods as you wish /o #he degree 
of using them up'; there is another instance of tükâgüdâ in KP 4,1-4. 


4.2. Adjunct phrases 


Adjunct phrases are distinguished from adjuncts in that the latter are a 
cluster of parts of speech comprising adverbs, postpositions, 
conjunctions and particles, whereas the former are sentence parts 
defined by their syntactic function. Adverbs (discussed in section 3.31) 
are the part of speech whose task it is to serve as adjunct; adverbs can 
therefore serve as adjunct phrases as nouns can serve as nominal 
phrases. Postpositions, on the other hand, are, as such, heads of adjunct 
phrases; a number of them can be used as adverbs by themselves and 
some postpositional phrases can serve as satellites in nominal phrases. 
As postpositions they cannot be adjunct phrases by #hemselves. 
Relational nouns, again, can be used by themselves as adjunct phrases 
only inasmuch as they can also be used as postpositions (as happens 
with ara “intervening stretch”) and can dispense with possessive 


581 T take the form sukiginda in âryâk sukiginda üdtâ (Maitr 197v12 and elsewhere) “in 
the time it takes to snap one's finger”, i.e. “ina moment” not to consist of the -g/nc4 
gerund of suki- but to have been formed by transparently adding the possessive and 
eguative suffix to suki-g. -g/nc4 was apparentiy created in the same way (cf. section 
3.286) but was clearly already fused in the carliest texts. 
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suffixes. Noun phrases in some case forms, e.g. the instrumental, also 
often serve as adjunct phrases. 

Adjunct phrases must be distinguished also from adjunct clauses, 
discussed in section 4.63 (and subsections). The phrases in the 
construction found in âyitâ ât'özin “with bowing body, küldirâ yüzin 
“with smiling face?, #ifrâyü ünin “with a shaking voice”, yasru köylin 
“with secret intentions”, /ifrâyü or kam$ayu ât'özin “with a shaking 
body”, Zâlmirâ közin “with languishing eyes', #ikâ kulgakin “with 
cocked cars” or yinlürü töpön yükün- “to do obeisance” seem to me to 
be adjunct phrases by form but adjunct clauses by meaning: They 
always have a body part, the body as a whole or an abstract inalienable 
entity in the instrumental case as kernel and a vowel converb referring 
to the activity in which that body part etc. is involved used 
adnominally; what is expressed is, however, something carried out in 
conjunction with the main activity. See OTWEF p.770, note 506 for 
references to the passages where these phrases are found. 

There are a number of adjunct phrases in the sentence nâcâdâ temin 
öglânip ötrö âliglârin örö kötürüp ulug ünin ulidilar (Suv 619,18-20) 
“At some stage, a short while after that they regained their senses, they 
raised their hands and wailed loudly”. nâdâdüâ is a temporal indefinite 
pronoun, femin and öfrö are temporal adverbs but ö/rö also serves as 
postposition, örö describes the direction of movement in space and the 
instrumental case form of the phrase ulug ün “large voice? describes 
manner; öfrö and örö are petrified converbs. âliglârin örö kötürüp 
might be an adjunct clause (see section 4.631). 

Converbs themselves should, of course, also be defined as adjunct 
phrases when they are not adjunct clauses. Take the sentence /(â)yrinin 
great strong and terrible spell of the god... holds down that demon”. 
bas-a5* “pressing?, here translated as “down, merely gualifies the verb 
and must be considered to be part of the single main clause; the two 
verbs describe one and the same action. 

The following two sentences (MaitrH XX 112 and 10 respectively) 
show various types of adjuncts which are syntagms and not single 
adverbial lexemes, gualify the action and do not represent entities 
participating in it: yer suvlar suv üzâki kemi osoglug alti törlüg 
tâprâyür kamsayurlar “The worlds shake and rock in six ways, like a 
ship on water”; kuvrag yigilmista ken turum ara törtdin yiyak ulug tigi 
togi ün kügü estilür “After the congregation assembles, suddeniy a big 


582 Not to be confused with the similarly formed adverb — postposition — relational 
noun, which has a different meaning. 
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sound and noise is heard from four directions”. There is, first, the noun 
phrase alti törlüg “of six types” unmarked for case, which might also 
gualify nominal heads but is here used adverbially. Then there are the 
four phrases suv üzâki kemi osoglug, kuvrag yigilmista ken, törtdin 
yiyak and furum ara, of the type which has been called exocentric, 
which cannot be used for reference to arguments of propositions. The 
first of these phrases describes the manner in which the event referred 
to takes place, as does alfi törlüg. törtdin yiyak describes the source 
from which the sounds referred to in the second sentence are heard, the 
four points of the compass in fact being understandable as “all 
directions”. yiyak is, in fact, a noun; it is so used e.g. in ozgu kufrulgu 
yol yiyakig ol nomta âsidip ... (Pothi 63), where ozgu kutrulgu yol yiynak 
is “the way to salvation”. Cf. the definition /ört yiyak tört buluy sâkiz 
yiyak bolur (TT V A 62) “The four directions and the four corners make 
the eight cardinal points”. The use of yiyak in #örttin yiyak is very 
similar to that of the postposition siyar dealt with below, which also has 
nominal uses. kuvrag yigilmista ken and furum ara are temporal 
expressions, the first specifying the point in time in which the main 
event takes place, the second its (short) duration. #urum ara is a set 
phrase signifying “immediately, on the spot”, documented in UW 172 b 
under ara, $ B e; it could therefore be listed in the lexicon as a unit, if 
Uygur has no instances of /urum except in this phrase (but cf. #urum 
“height while standing” in the DLT). The phrase does, nevertheless, 
have a transparent structure, ara “between, among? being in Old Turkic 
primarily used as a postposition. It is, however, also used as an adverb 
in the phrases idin ara bilis- “to be acguainted with cach other”, ara tur- 
and ara kir-, both “to intercede? 553 and as a relational noun e.g.inU NI 
13,7-9,: k(ahlti yultuzlar arasinta ay ftilgâni/ nâtâg boglug yalini(i)g 
közünür ârsâr andulayu ymâ elig bâg olarnin arasinta Coglug yalinl(i)g 
közünti “The king appeared among them brilliant and resplendent as the 
moon appears brilliant and resplendent among the stars”. The 
postposition &en “after”, which we find in the phrase kuvrag yigilmi$ta 
ken, can also be used as an adverb signifying “afterwards?; similarly the 
postposition birlâ “with”, which then has the meaning “together”. The 
internal structure of kuvrag yigilmista ken is that of a postpositional 
phrase; as shown by the translation “after the congregation assembles”, 
it can, however, also be considered a clause eguivalent: Thus if -m7/$44 
ken is classified as a complex gerund suffix; adjunct clauses are 
discussed in section 4.63 below. The two sentences we looked at show 


583 “nterceding for each other” is ara kiris-, to be bracketed as (ara kir-)-i5-. All these 
phrases are documented in UW 17la under ara (1) $ A,.c. 
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a variety of adjunct phrases and some of the uses to which they are put; 
they also revcal some of the definition problems to be encountered in 
trying to describe them. 

Many elements have a number of syntactic functions. adin “different”, 
below presented as a postposition, could also be regarded as an 
adjective in all its uses, since its government of nouns follows from its 
content. The postposition öyi is also used adnominaliy, in the meaning 
“various”; /isig/ özünf/güz)lârni (2) öni kapip eltgây (U 11 14,4) “he will 
snatch away your lives? shows öyi in adverbial use. basa basa is used 
adverbially, and then signifies “gradually? or (in MaitrH XV Nachtr 
1r14) “continuously?. The overlap between postpositions and relational 
nouns, which also exists, is documented in section 4.22. Some elements 
have all three functions, e.g. ara discussed above or fâgrâ “around”; 
fâgrâ toli is used adverbially in expressions such as fâgrâ toli tâgzinür 
(Xw 48) “they revolve round and round” or fâgrâ toli tururlar ârdilâr 
(KP 71,4) “They were standing round him”; there is an adverbial #âögrâ 
in yagimiz tâgrâ odok tâg ârti (Tuö 8) “Our enemies were all around 
(us) like an oven (and we were in the middle like food). Instances of 
the bare stem /âgrâ goveming nominals in the nominative are 
mentioned below; finally we have fâgrâ as auxiliary nominal, e.g. in 
fâyri burxan tâgrâsindâ (TT X 349-50). The only thing tâgrâ 
apparentİy cannot do is to be used adnominally; for that it receives the 
converter *k/, as in kânf fâgrâki bodun bokun (TT X S1) “the 
population in the town's suburbs?” or, with zero government as in the 
surrounding (her). In #âgrâki birlâ yüküntâilâr (At VI 942) “those 
praying with (him) who were around (him)? both #âgrâ and birlâ get the 
same govemed entity from the context. 

Adjunct clauses are, in section 4.63, classified according to meaning. 
We could have done this also with adjunct phrases and dealt with 
phrases referring to place, time, circumstance, manner, comparison, 
aim, participant structure, source or means. Had we done that, we 
would (as done with the clauses) have had to mention elements such as 
fâgrâ “around; conceming? or üzâ “above? vs. agentive “by? under more 
than one heading: one meaning local, the other abstract. 


4.21. Postposition constructions 
Adjunct phrases are often construed around postpositions (eguivalent to 


prepositions of some other languages but following the nominals which 
they govern), a limited set of elements which govern nominals though 
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they are not verbs.584 I have called nouns which similarly form adjunct 
phrases by goveming noun phrases relational nouns; these are dealt 
with in the next section. Proper postpositions are much more similar to 
adverbs than to nominals in lacking inflexion; when not governing noun 
phrases they function as adverbs. 

Postpositional constructions normally gualify verbs; they can, 
however, also gualify adjectives or nouns: In kök kalik birlâ tây tüz 
(UigTot 1378) “egual to the sky? a postpositional phrase is govemed by 
an adjectival binome, as English egua/ govems a prepositional phrase 
in the translation. In maya tâylig kisi “a person like me” (TT X 499) a 
postpositional phrase gualifies a noun. Another difference between 
these two expressions is that /ây füz opens a slot for a birlâ phrase in 
the same sense that the cooperative-reciprocal opens a slot for a birlâ 
phrase. 

Most of the postpositions govern the nominative (1.e. stem) form of 
nominals. These are /ög “like, as” 585 birlâ “with” (e.g. Xormuzta tâyri 
bes tâyri birlâ... kâlti “The god Ohrmizd came with the fivefold god? in 
Xw 2; inscriptional atar birlâ toki- “to clash with the Mongols”), ödün 
“for; because of” (e.g. nâ ücün “why; what for”, bursan kuvrag ücün “for 
the congregation” in Maitr 71v27),58© yiru (e.g. Xilimbi yâk utru bardi 
“He advanced against the demon Hidimba” in U 11 26,17), #öni “during? 
(examples in Zieme 1992) and /apa “towards” (e.g. iâyri elig tapa 
“towards the divine ruler? in M II nr.27 rl). Very many examples of 
ara “between, among, mutual” are listed and partly guoted in UW 170- 
172, which we therefore need not do here. ikin ara is in fact often used 
as ara by itself, e.g. in yig as orni bisag /aj$ orni ikin ara “between the 
place of raw food and of digested food” (MaitrH XV Nachtr 4124) or iki 


584 Old Turkic postpositions do not govern adverbs or adverb eguivalents; “as before” 
is therefore öyrâki tâg (BT XII 8,10-12), not “öyrâ tâg”. 

585 And its Oguz counterpart kepi mentioned in the DLT (fol.471 korum kepi “like a 
boulder?, 243 kuslar kepi “like birds” etc.), < kep “mould? * possessive suffix. 

586 Gabain 1974: 142 ($301) guotes “barimiy ücün” from Radloff's edition of the 
Yenisey inscriptions; Radloff had transcribed this as barmay ülün (with an A which he 
did not transcribe following the word ücün). The passage occurs in E11,3, with Vasil'ev 
1983: 20 emending away the g' (presumably because he was aware that ödün does not 
govern nouns Without possessive suffix in the accusative form): Both Kormusin 1997; 
273 and Kurt Wulff in his unpublished edition of this inscription read b'r'mg' WÜwW 
yil'ık'ı ÖWkÜ1; 1 accept this especially since the two readings are independent of each 
other. Understanding the passage is more difficult. Kormusin takes /ü to signify “kind” 
(this meaning being attested several times in Oarakhanid) and thinks that üc tü yilki are 
three kinds of livestock — horses, cows and sheep. He may be nearly right: The phrase 
may refer to pack, riding and draught animals such as camels, horses and donkeys 
(cows and sheep are not yi/ki). ücün, at any rate, must here be a misreading. 
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âmigi ikin ara “between her two breasts” (Maitr 33121). fâgrâ is used as 
a postposition, e.g. in kânt fâgrâki bodun bokun (TT X 51-2) “the 
people around the town: We find the phrase âftözün tâgrâ körsâr used 
in parallel with ig #apa körsâr in TT 1 219-220, signifying “if you 
examine (the oracle) concerming your body? and “conceming an illness” 
respectively; i.e. with the same meaning as fapa. yokaru is normally an 
adverb, but in TT V A 4-11 we find it to goverm nouns in the 
nominative: /iz yokaru belkâ t(â)gi suv ulug titir ... bel yokaru köküz 
âginkâ tâgi ot ulug tetir ... âgin yokaru sad kidigka tâgi yel ulug tetir 
“From the knee upwards till the waist (the element) water is said to 
dominate... From the waist up till the breast and the shoulder fire is said 
to dominate ... From the shoulder upward till the edge of the hair (the 
element) wind is considered to dominat©. In #(a)mudan yokaru agdokta 
(M113,15) “when they rose up from hell? yokaru can be considered an 
adverb. arf-ok “more? can, already in Orkhon Turkic, goverm the 
nominative of guantitative terms: yarikinta yalmasinta yüz artok okun 
urti (KT E33) “(They) hit him by his armour and his cloak with more 
than a hundred arrows”. Similarly in Uygur siruklar kamag mfiJy bes 
yüz artok, tawdaylar (kufzatrilar üc yüz artok; ... idtirtin ünmi$ ... iki 
yüz artok burxanf/lajr ... (At VU 1111-1114) “The ... poles were all in 
all more than 1500, the sedan chairs and tents more than 300; more than 
200 ... Buddha (figures) which had appeared from inside ...” or bir ay 
artok adinti (KP 68.2) “They took care of him for more than a month”. 
bir tsun artok (Ht VI 975) is “more than an inch”. Normally arfok is an 
adverb governing the ablatival locative or (e.g. in BT VT 143) the 
ablative. 

eyin “as a result of; according to” can govem two different case forms 
with no apparent difference in meaning: We have the nominative in the 
Manich&an ms. U 122a v4 (edited in Zieme 1969; 198) and TT TI,2 26, 
21, 35, 46 and 82 (e.g. öpkâ bilig eyin “as a result of wrath?”) and in 
Buddhist öd eyin (Suv 596,22), ayig törö eyin âvril- (U NI 79,4), or 
tâyri burxan eyin bar- (TT VOL A 17) “to follow the divine Buddha”; 
the phrase köyül eyin “to one's heart's desire” is especially common. 
However, it governs the dative in nizvanilarka eyin (Pothi 203, also 
Manich&an but later), bo yörügkâ eyin bol- (Ht 1 188) “to accord with 
this view, ayig öglilârkâ eyin bol- (Suv 101,18) and e.g. in TT VM A 
16, 46, ETŞ 13,24 and 16,43. im TT VI 196 one ms. has ayig kilind eyin 
bar- where another writes kilincka instead. 

kudi govems the nominative in sâlâyâ kudi “down the Selenga (river) 
in BO E37 and SU E4, but the locative or (more often) the ablative in 
the rest of Old Turkic. kudi comes from kuwd- “to pour” because liguids 
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move downwards, including the river mentioned in this example. The 
contexts in guestion thus show the word in its original function, and we 
do not know whether it retained its government of the nominative once 
its use was extended to cover downward movement in general. 

fâg is the postposition which has the closest juncture with the nouns it 
govems: It is often spelled together with them (see examples below) 
and even becomes a case suffix with some pronouns (governing the 
obliguce stem and not the accusative form and following 
synharmonism). /ög and ücün are never used as adverbs nor as 
relational nouns, and there are some indications that ödün may (like 
fâg) have had phonically close juncture with what it govems in some 
Yenisey inscriptions. 

There are four postpositions formed with */(Xg which do not yet 
appcar in inscriptional or in Manich&an Turkic: /âylig appcars to be 
exclusively Buddhist while osog/ug, yaylig and fâgimlig are in addition 
found in Çarakhanid Turkic. /âylig, which generally govems the 
eguative, and /âgimlig, which governs the dative, are dealt with below. 
osoglug and yaylig govem the nominative, e.g. /aloy ögüz osoglug 
“similar to the sea”; siyirgâlir osoglug kilin- nm U 141, “to behave as if 
one were to swallow somebody”, nâ yaylig “in what way? both in Uygur 
(e.g. TT VII A2) and Çarakhanid. What is peculiar about osog/ug and 
yanylig is that they also govern the pronominal forms formed with the 
postposition-turned-case-suffix -44g, e.g. montag yaylig “in this way” 
freguently in the Suv or in BT XI 13,111, mondag osoglug (TT VW! 
A37) or nâfâg osoglug (U NI 57,6,). Being practically synonymous 
with /âg, osoglug and yaylig may have come up to strengthen the 
meaning of /âg and to make it more explicit. Similarly #âylig appears to 
have emerged because of the need to make guantitative *€4 more 
explicit and focussed. 

When the postpositions mentioned hitherto govern demonstrative or 
personal pronouns or the pronoun kâm/kim “who?, the governed 
pronoun appcars in the accusative form, e.g. muni tâg “like this” (Pothi 
104) bizni tâg (common) “like us?, bizni ara (M 110,2), sizni birlâ “with 
yow (TT ILI 1) or kimni üzâ “over whom” (MT 22.11, nr.8). sini 
ücün (Maitr 77v5) and sizni ücün (M TI nr.7 12, nr.18 v15) “for you”, 
ani ülün “therefore” (a number of times). We have olarni üzâ in ms. U 
274 v997 and olarni birlâ in Ht 11388 but olar ara in M Ul nr.32 15. 

The postpositilon ara govems the genitive in olarniy ara “among 
them” (MaitrH XXI 3v5, XXIII 1216), though it otherwise govems the 


587 18 according to WilkKatMan nr. 237. 
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accusative of pronouns. This may have come up in analogy to the 
relational noun constructions, where the genitive is the only admissible 
case for pronouns. Remember that ara is originally a noun and that it 
was also used as relational noun. The demonstrative pronoun appcars in 
the genitive also in the common phrase anin ara “in the meantime” (in 
MaitrH XX 1v3 and elsewhere). In Çarakhanid Turkic the accusative is 
replaced by the genitive altogether, e.g. in mâniy fapa “towards me, 
anin birlâ “with him, aniy kepi “like him” (DLT). This development is 
echocd by the genitive being used also as alternative obligue base in 
those sources, as e.g. sâniydâ, anindin or even sâninsiz. Cf. also already 
aniy utru turdaci yok (U IW A283) “There is no one to stand against 
him”. 

The same postpositions governing the accusative forms of pronouns 
also govern the accusative of nominals with 2" or 3'İ person possessive 
suffix, as elin idrâ “in their realm” (M TI 19,15), k£ömtü köyülin idrâ 
tari- “to plant into their own hearts” (MT nr.8 VII r3)58 ordolarin 
icrâ “in their palaces? (Ms. U 267a1r1-4 guotedinthen.to BT V 214); 
özintâg, ortosintâg, oronintâg and olorgusintâg (spelled thus in BT V 
175-6), yarokin tâg (M 118,13); bir âki atlig yavlakin ücün “because 
one or two knights were wicked?” or antagiyin üdün (KT S8 —- BO N6) 
“even though they are foolish” (Maitr 2r2),99 yerin tapa “in the 
direction of his place” (SU S6), köntü âtözin üzâ (M 1 nr.8V r4) “by 
his own body”, zru$€ burxan töpösin üzâ (ManUigFrag v3) “on the head 
of the prophet Zarathustra”, kamaguyuzni üzâ “over all of you? (M TI 
nr.27 r18; for a long time misread), ofin birlâ “with their herbs? (M I 
15,6-7), fâyrilâr arigin utru “before the purity of the gods” (guoted in 
Zieme 1969: 127), ay fâyri künin sayu “on every Monday (< moon 
day)” (Xw 183).5*9 The very common phrase âkin / ikin ara “between 
the two? appears to follow the same structure although the second 
syllable of “two” is not the possessive suffix synchronically; see UW 
171-3 for examples. yüzün utru in M ll nr. 8 VTİ v9 is an exception, as 


588 The same phrase with icrâ should be read also in nr.8 IV r15, where the editor 
writes köngülin /ajra tik- tari-. 

589 Replaced in the (linguistically) later Hami ms. (Yüküng 11a6) by #ömgösi üdün; cf, 
Laut 1986: 49 n.2. 

590 Gabain (1974: 135 and elsewhere) thought that the accusative in these phrases 
came from the fact that so many of the postpositions originally were converbs (as e.g. 
the last one mentioned). Another explanation would be that the form was in fact an 
obligue stem, as found also in a part of the pronouns before some case suffixes. On the 
other hand, the process may also have originated among the postpositions, as some of 
those case suffixes may hypothetically have originally been postpositions. 
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one would expect *yüzin. Doerfer 1992 takes this single exception 
(Which stands beside a huge number of cases where the suffix isa 
normal accusative), the phrase âkin / ikin ara, the form sizintâg “like 
you in ChristManManus Manich&an ms. r 1099! and plural personal 
pronouns which have an intercalary *Xn* in obligue cases as indicating 
that there was an obligue stem beside an accusative. This is possible but 
not certain. 

In Uygur it often happens that nominals with 2" or 3'İ person 
possessive suffix are in the nominative and not the accusative form 
when govemed by postpositions, but in Manich&an texts these 
instances are a tiny minority: kâlân kâyik muyuzi tâg “like the unicorm'”s 
horn” (T 1 105); £6öpösi üzâ “with his head?” (U IN), göyri elig kufi birlâ 
(Ht VİI 25) “with his divine majesty the king', bo monfag üküs 
âdgülârnin kapigi üdün (Ht VU 46) “because it is the gate to this much 
good”, ogli üdlün (KP 8,5) “for his son, yi/ndü tizigi tâg (TT X 450) 
“like a row of pearls”. /a$ig özi üzâ tutsar “if one keeps the stone on 
oneself” even appcars in a runiform ms., BlattRun 17. m E32 | 
Vasil'ews text can be read as âr ârdâmi üdün (as done by Doerfer 
1992: 99) and this is also what Thomsen and Wulff have.” The 
ücün “because he ordained? in r 2 and eligimiz kufi üzâ “over his 
majesty our king” in v 23:59 the phrases buyan tüs$i üzâ and tiliniz üzâ 
appear in a late Manich&an text, in Pothi 376 and Pothi 108 
respectively. âfözüy tâgrâ “concerming your body? appcars in TT1219, 
a late text.“ In Suv 18,21 zâgrâ appcars to govern the nominative of a 
pronoun: ol nom ârdini bo tâgrâ adin yertâ yok “That valuable book is 
not found anywhere else around here”. 

Nouns with 1“ person possessive suffixes do not have the accusative 
suffix; e.g. olortokum üdün (BO E 36) “as I reigned”, yavasim birlâ (M 
TI 8,16) “with my gentle one”, öz kazgandim üzâ (KP 12.2) “with my 
own carmings” or yüzümüz utru (TT ULI 6) “before our face”. 

When a genitive of any nominal gets nominalised, it stays in the 
genitive form when getting govemed by a postposition, e.g.: agir ayig 
kilindlarim olarnin tâg arizun alkinzun (Suv 139,13) “May my grave 


591 This form presumably came about because /âg was in the process of becoming a 
case suffix since the Orkhon inscriptions; cf. antag, montag, bintâgi etc. 

592 Kormuğin 1997: 115 (1.5) was unable to see this. 

593 In both cases the possessive sufix is spelled with two yod5, but this is a text in 
Manich&an writing, where alefand yod are not at all similar. 

54 küvrügüni tâg (TT VHI G70) does not have an aberrant accusative of the 
possessive suffix but should be read as küvrüg üni tâg “like the sound of a drum”. 
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sins get purified and annihilated like theirs (i.e. the bodhisattvas?). This 
is not to be confused with the genitive replacing the accusative of 
pronominal forms without semantic justification. 

Few postpositions govem the accusative of nouns. Gabain 1974 $ 278 
lists kâcâ “(in) crossing”, which governs the names of rivers in the 
accusative in KT and BO, among the postpositions; there is no reason 
to take this converb to be petrified, however, and its use and meaning in 
no way differs from what a converb of kâc- should have. /wa 
“conceming? does, however, appear to differ in meaning from what 
would be a converb of /uf- “to hold” and may therefore have become a 
postposition: munda kirligig tuta sözlümi$ ol, kirsizig tuta ârmâz (Abhi 
A 30a7) “This has here been said conceming the polluted, not 
conceming the pure; nâcâ adin oronta yarlikasar ymâ ... vaynikilig 
tinliglarig tuta ârür; bo yörügüg tuta örmâz (Abhi B 98b7) “Even if one 
preaches elsewhere, this is (done) with respect to converted creatures, 
not with respect to the present interpretation?. Abhi being a very late 
text, the emergence of a postposition governing the accusative may bea 
late development. 

fâgi “till, all the way to” governs the dative; it is often spelled together 
with the word preceding it, as in fâyri yeriyâtâgi “all the way to the land 
of the gods”. It does not necessarily imply physical movement: siyiri 
tamiri süyükiyâ tâgi közünüp ârtiyü turuk bolup ... “his muscles and 
veins were visible right down to his bones and (he) had become 
exceedingiy lean” (U INI 35,20). ogsafi “similar to”, a petrified converb 
derived from og$a- “to resemble” which is common in Buddhist texts, 
could also be a postposition: In #âyridöm yayalnin/g tumSukiya og$ati 
... sâviglig körtlâ iki kolin bâk tutup (U 11 24,9) “holding fast his two 
... lovely and beautiful arms, which resemble the trunk of the divine 
elephant”, e.g., it would be a synonym of /âg or osoglug. yarasi, e.g. 
iginâ yarasi nom örüntâg (MaitrH Y 268) “a religious medicine suitable 
to their illness?” or köyülkâ yarasi oron (BT VU A361) “a place suitable 
for the soul”, can also be considered a postposition. Similarly #âgimlig 
“worthy of, which also govems the dative: Its first part is a 
semantically not very transparent -(X)m derivate from /âg- “to reach”. 
eyin govems the dative beside the nominative; examples are given 
above. 

utru govems the nominative beside being commonly used as an 
adverb. In elig bâgkâ utru yoriyu kâlti (U Wl 63,6-7) “He came walking 
towards the king” it may be goveming the dative; elig bâgkâ is less 
likely to have been governed by kâl-. 
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The local and temporal postpositions üzâ “over; by?, öyrâ “before” and 
icrâ “in, into” can govern both the nominative and the locative: e.g. in 
muntada öyrâ “before this” (U IV A 263) and âvi on kün öyrâ ürküp 
barmis “Their households are said to have fled ten days carlier”; kisi 
oglinda üzâ (Orkhon Turkic); bardada üzârâk (BT V 171, with the 
comparative suffix) “higher than everything (else)” and on uygur ... üzâ 
.. Olorup 'ruling over the O.U....”. The phrase suv idrâ appcars both in 
MI17,14 and 35,17 but signifies “in” in the first and “into” in the se- 
cond passage: balak suv ilrâ yüzârdâ “as (a) fish swim(s) in the water? 
vs. kuykfafsin ... suv icrâ kâmismislâr “they threw its skin into the 
water”. In iki yarok ordo iğrâ olorugma 'residing in the two palaces 
of light” (Xw 52) it is the former, in sagir icrâ âlik keyik kirmis (IrgB 
63) “aroe deer entered the ring of beaters? the latter. Then we have idrâ 
governing the locative, in antfa idrâ (M Tl nr.4 v16) “inside that”. asra, 
another *r4A form, is not attested with the locative; with the nominative 
we have it in what appears to be a lexicalised phrase: We have adak 
asra kil- “to subdue” and adak asra bol- “to be subdued” (sce both in 
UW 235a, $B of the entry for asra). See section 4.1107 for other syn- 
tactic functions of *rA4 forms. Some -dXn forms govern either the loca- 
tive, e.g. kuvragfa ta$tin “outside the congregation? (Ht TI 802), iki 
yasda altin “under two years of age” (U 1 10, Magier), kâyrâdâ öndün 
“cast of Kâyrö”, or the nominative: sâlâyâ kedin “west of the Selenga 
(river)? (inscriptional), balik tastin “outside the town? (KP 1,2), öyi öyi 
sögüt altin (Udayana 30) “under different trees”. 

ta$ra and ta$tin, both “outside”, kesrâ and basa, both “after”, and körö 
“compared to, with respect to” are attested with the locative case: kop 
âdgüdâ idrâ, kamag ayigda tasra ârzünlâr (MaitrH Y 33) “May they 
partake of all good and be free of all evil”; bir braman f/ol/ kuvragta 
ta$tin turup ... (At VI 801) “a brahman was standing outside (that) 
company and ...”.. kesrâ appcars not to have been used outside the 
runiform inscriptions, e.g. anfa kesrâ in Tuf 6, KT, SUN 10-12, and 
(rarely) the Manich&an sources, e.g. anfada kesrâ “after that” in Xw 
138. basa, which became a postposition only in Uygur, appears in the 
very common phrase anfa — antada basa “thereupon? and in munta basa 
“hereupon? (BT 1 154 and 914, once in Suv) or monfag tep 
yarlikamisda basa (Suv 463,11) “after having preached with these 
words? olar burxan kutin bulup ârtmistâ basa anta ken (BTU 1330) 


595 The locative case is used for motion /owards a goal beside denoting lack of 
movement when this motion results in the moving object staying in its destination; 
similarly, the use of idrâ with movement may have been licensed when the result was a 
static situation. 
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“after they will have reached Budhahood, afterwards, ...”. £örö appcars 
in proverbs: altun sarigita körö e$i€ karasi yeg; yürüy”* kümü$dâ körö 
ayak tolosi yeg (HamTouHou 16,13-14) “Better than yellow gold is that 
the pot should be black; better than white silver is that the bowl should 
be full” and ösidmistâ körö körmis yeg (ThS TI a3) “To have seen 
(something) is better than to have heard (about it)”; it is also attested in 
the DLT. The (petrified converb and) adverb asnu “previous(Iy)” also 
govems the locative when used as postposition, e.g. üküs aZunta a$nu 
(HamTouHou 1,13) “many existences carlier”; further examples of this 
are mentioned in UW 243b under asnu Ş$ C. 

Normally, postpositions which gover the locative in ablative or 
separative meaning are also (at least occasionally) attested with the 
ablative. The reason that this does not happen with the three 
postpositions mentioned last is that Xesrâ appcars only in texts where 
the ablative is exceedingly rare, öyrâ is normally an adverb and is 
hardiy ever attested as postposition and basa (beside its adverbial 
functions) normally appears with the pronouns anta or munta. 

One of the postpositions governing both the locative and the ablative 
is adin “other than, which is documented in its ablatival function in 
UW 50a (lower half) for Uygur. It is often used together with öyi 
*“distinct, different from; except”, e.g. in muntada adin taki öyi a$ ilgü 
yok (Suv 610,16) “There is no other or different food than this”. For öyi 
cf. further küntâ ayda öyi (Xw 64) “other than sun and moon”; isig 
özlârintâ öyi üdürdüm “1 separated them from their lives” and nomta öyi 
“except by the doctrine?. The ablative itself can also get governed by 
öni, e.g. in isig özlârintin öyi adirtim (Suv 135,17).597 With these 
instances we should raise the guestion as to whether öyi is not 
phraseologically related to the verb in such a way that the *d/n forms 
are not governed by öyi by itself but rather by the verb phrases öyi 
üdür- and öyi adir-; the answer is probably negative. öyi govems 
numerals (discussed in section 3.14) in the nominative. ögürü “because 
of” has the same government pattern (except the feature of öyi 
mentioned last): övkâlârintâ ötgürü (U W A 34) “because of their 
anger?” or nâgüdâü ötgürü (U Il 5,14) “for what reasons”. With the 
ablative: £/ertgüncintin ötgürü (Pothi 374) “because of their faith; bo 


596 Spelled as YWRWK, as a spelling characteristic; not very likely to have been 
pronounced as yürüg although the loss of the pronominal n in sarig*titta (spelled 
SRXYT') does make that a possibility. 

597 The phrase in antin öyi yolda in (U 1 9,7) could perhaps also be read as adin öyi, a 
common binome to be read also on 1.14 of the same page in reference to the same 
circumstances, also with T for /d/ under voice confusion. 
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ücâgünüy okavismakindin ötgürü (Suv 52,19) “because of the 
conjunction of these three”, küdlüg târin kertgünc köyüllârindin ötgürü 
“because of their strong and deep faith” (ShöAv 112). 

Most postpositions which (at least in part determined by dialect and 
historical development) can govem cither the locative or the ablative 
have temporal meaning: Of bârü “since; from ... on” we have the 
locative in antada bârü, antadata bârü and ancada bârü “since then? or 
e.g. in üküs üdtâ bârü M111,17-18) but the ablative in bolmisdin bârü 
(ms. U 130a v6 in WilkKatMan nr. 557); -m/sdA bârü is attested very 
well; cf. section 4.633. The sentence bastin bârü atakka tâgi okitim 
(thus instead of adakka and okidim) “1 have read it from beginning to 
end” is a very late reader”s addition to a Manich&an textin M130,24. 
ötrö “after, following? mostly govems the locative: ukfokta ötrö “after 
having understood? (MaitrH XV 5v21) or anda ötrö “thereupon? (Tu 
16); nâdâ ötrö (MI nr.6 II v 13) signifies “why”. It is also attested 
with the ablative, however, in be$ /örlüg savdan ötrö “as a result of five 
types of things?” (M TI nr.8 V r7-8). We have found ablatival instances 
even for ken “after, which is practically always (and very often) 
attested with the locative: There is andin ken “thereupon” in TT VI 
28,47, tidmaktin ken tugdadi nomlarig “after restraining the principles 
which will emerge” in Abhi 3597 and 3598. Examples with the locative 
are mintâ ken (M 129,16; 30,17) “after me”, anta ken (TT TI 30 and 
elsewhere) “thercafter”, 46ör/1/ burxanlarta ken (Pothi 66) “after the four 
prophets? or yigilmi$ta ken (MaitrH XX 1r10) “after having assembled”. 
inaru is attested with the locative e.g. in muntfada inaru “from now on? 
(MT nr.9 1119), bo kündâ inaru “from this day on” (U M1 65,2-3; anda 
number of times elsewhere) but with the ablative in sâkizin& orontin 
inaru burxan kutin bulgindaka tâgi (Suv 237,18) “from the cighth 
position on till one reaches buddhahood”. 

The only local postposition which is used both with the locative and 
the ablative forms (with no apparent semantic difference between the 
two) appcars to be kudi “down (from)?: We have it with the locative in 
kök tânridâ kudi (M 1 nr.15 110) “down from the blue sky? but with 
the ablative in kalikdan kudi (M NI nr.8 VTİ v6-7) “down from 
heavens”, östüntân kudi (M Tl nr.8 v10) “down from above?” and 
oronlukdin kudi “down from the throne? (KP 61,5-6). Above we guoted 
inscriptional examples for kudi governing the nominative. 

ulati “others in addition to; etc.; including” governs the locative or the 
nominative. The head for postpositional phrases formed with this 
element is the name of a set; what it governs are one or more members 
of this set. When the governed phrase(s) is / are in the locative, they are 
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members of the phrase as it is conceived but not as it is named; here an 
example to clarify what I mean: bir kisi ölüt ölürmâktâ ulati tokuz 
karmaputlarig ... ârtsâr (text guoted in then. to TT IV A 11) “Ifa 
person commits murder and the other nine sins”; if the phrase had been 
in the nominative we would have found the number ten and not the 
number nine, as the first one would have been presented as being 
included in the referent of the head: In Buddhism there are ten sins. Cf. 
further /ilkü böritâ ulati yaviz tinlig lar butarlayu tartip ... (U 11 79,1) 
“fox, wolf and other evil creatures tear it to shreds”. üztâ buzta ulati 
üküs tâlim nizvanilar (Pothi 33) “hate and the other numerous passions” 
and azfa ulati nizvani (TT IX 22) “greed and the other passions? are 
Manich&an examples for this construction. wafi can also govem the 
nominative, e.g. in az ulafi nizvanilig ayiglar (U WI 88,4) “lust and the 
other evils of passion”. This is practically identical in content to the last 
example mentioned with a locative, but there is a difference: In 
runiform afi öz apa totok ulati kamig atlig yüzlüg otuz âr “thirty (of us), 
all men of renown, the (ruler's) nephew Ö. A. /ofok and the others” (4“ 
Stein ms., 1.6), the overall number of men was 30, the head referring to 
the whole group including the set member(s) mentioned. Other such 
examples are bars irpis böri ulati yavlak tinliglar alku tâzârlâr (TT V1 
116) “Evil creatures such as tiger, panther and wolf will all f#lee?, bsi 
ulati alti paramit (HamTouHou 1,5) “he six virtues including 
almsgiving” or öfrö yay ki$ ulati tört üd adrilur (TT W1324 Var.) “Then 
the four scasons including summer and winter separate?; one could also 
write “the four seasons, i.e. summer, winter etc.”. Functionally, wafi is a 
marker serving the configuration of noun phrases (cf. section 4.12).598 

baslap, originally a converb of basla- “to head”, is in Suv (e.g. 5,8 and 
6,12 guoted elsewhere) used in similar adnominal fashion. 

siyar “side” signifies “in the direction of when it serves as 
postposition.i* It appears to govem the directional *d4Xn form or, less 
likely, the ablative. We find it throughout Old Turkic: beridin siyar “in 
the south” SU E 3 (runiform inscription) and BT V 193, künbatsikdin 
siyar (BT V 195); küntugsukdan sinar (BT V 195); kün ortod(u)n 
siyar; irdin sinar; yirdli)n siyarki yel; kün ortodun siyar; birgarudun 
siyar “from the west; to the cast; from the south; to the north; the 
northern wind; to the south; in the south?” MI 9,4-0,15 (Manichacan), 


598 See Moerlose 1986 for a good account of the meanings and functions of ulafi. 

599 sinar is used in BO E 2 in a sentence where the EDPT translates it as “wing (of an 
army). It can later refer to “one of a pair”, and also signify “half. This and the uses as 
postposition can be considered to belong to the same lexeme. In South Siberian Turkic 
siyar went through a process of grammaticalization and became a case suffix. 
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koptin sinar “in all directions” Pothi 60 and U M1 29,2; kayufin siyar ... 
antin siyar U 11 29,19-21 (Buddhist), ontun siyar “in ten directions? in 
Ht V1 1528 etc. We also find it with itin (TT VIl and X) and /a$*din 
(TTIX 90 and TT X), ikitdin, törtitin, tokuz (thus) and onttin. It 
governs the locative form in kün ortoda siyar (M HI 10,8) and the 
nominative in on siyarki burxanlar (TT VM)). yiyak “point of the 
compass, direction” also serves as postposition governing this same 
form; examples for both the nominal and postpositional use are men- 
tioned in section 4.2. The EDPT guotes examples for the expressions 
öytün, tagtin and kedin yiyak, signifying “eastwards?, “northwards? and 
“westwards” respectively. In fâyri burxannin oytun yiyak turdi “he stood 
... on the right hand side of the divine Buddha? (TT X 158 as completed 
by Zieme in his “Nachlese?) we see that yiyak does not get a possessive 
suffix even ifthe phrase is gualified by a genitive. 

fâylig “as much as” (< Turkish kadar with nominative) governs the 
eguative of measure; the most common instances are pronominal: nâdâ 
tânlig “how much” (U HI 73.2, TT X 345, several times in Suv etc.), 
munda tânlig “this much” (Suv 419,7) and inda tâylig (Suv 351,16) and 
anda tâylig (Suv 155,22, 176,6) “that much”. Further, bir padakda 
tâylig nom “as (little as) a single verse from the doctrine” (U NI 
29,16).600 

Postpositions can have abstract (e.g. ödün “for, fâg “like”, osoglug 
“similar to”) or concrete (e.g. kudi “down, fapa “towards”) meanings. 
Postpositions in abstract use are found to govern not only noun phrases 
but also clauses (causal and final clauses ödün, comparative clauses /âg 
and osoglug). When governing just nominals and not clauses, ödün 
usualiy signifies “for”; not, however, in the Xw: azu muy ülün, azu bu$si 
bergâli kizganip yeti türlüg busi nomka tükâti berü umadimiz ârsâr 
(Xw 168) “if we were unable to fully give seven types of alms to 
religion whether because of distress (mun ücün) or because we were too 
stingy to give”; üzâ on kat kök asra sâkiz kat yer be$ tâyri üğün turur 
(Xw 77) “The ten levels of heavens and the cight levels of earth subsist 
ihanks to / through the Fivefold God”. 

fâg is practically synonymous with some of the uses of *c4: in TT VI 
336-9 we find kisi ât'özin bulugli antag ol kalti tirnak üzâki tuprak tâg; 
üc yavlak yolka tüsügli anca ol kalti bo yertâki tuprakda; ... kertgünc 
köyüllüg tinliglar anca ol kalti tiryak üzâki tuprakda “Those who 
acguire a human body are e.g. like (#âg) soil on one's nail; those who 


600 mfayaj tâylig kisi cannot be reconstructed in TT X 499 as fâylig does not govern 
the dative. 
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fall into the three evil ways are e.g. like (4€Ğ4) the soil in this earth; ... 
creatures with faith are e.g. like (4€4) soil on one's nail... 

Some postpositions, like özâ or #âgrâ, have both concrete and abstract 
meaning: /ögrâ means cither “around? or “conceming? (like English 
“about”). üzâ can signify “over, on” (as in the sentence just guoted or 
some guoted above) but also goverms noun phrases referring to 
instruments or aspects of activities or states (e.g. öz kazganlim üzâ 
âdgü kilin& kilayin “1 would like to do good deeds by my own merit” in 
KP 12,3 or ün âgzig üzâ yegâdmi$ “excellent through his voice? in BT Il 
SI) and (in Uygur) to the agent in the passive (see OTWF 692-693). 

sayu “all? appears only in local expressions but deletes the case suffix 
of the noun phrase it governs; this is explained by etymology, the form 
presumabliy coming from the vowel converb of sa- “to count”; In kay 
sayu bodun sayu “to every street and every tribe” or (Ht VII 69) bulun 
yinak sayu yaddilar “they spread (the teachings) to the comers of the 
globe” the implicit case suffix is the dative; in kalmis süyük yer sayu 
(Suv 626,16-17) “the bones remain everywhere? or üküs ârüs bodun 
sayu (Wettkampf 58) “among very much of the public”, the implied 
case is the locative: The verb goveming the postpositional phrase 
disambiguates these contents. 

There are two or perhaps three converb markers consisting of converb 
* postposition: There is -U birlâ, which isa well attested analytical 
temporal converb suffix (cf. section 4.633; -U does not have 
specifically temporal content by itself), and we find a few instances of a 
seguence -g4/I ödün, where the meaning of the converb suffix and the 
postposition are in mutual support (cf. section 4.636). In the first case, 
birlâ probably was an adverb also signifying “at once”, which did not 
govem the vowel converb; in -g4// üdün, üdün disambiguates, as -gA// 
can also signify “since”. /urgindara in Höllen 21, 72 and 78 is likely to 
be contracted from #urginda ara and to signify “as long as they stay (in 
that hell); cf. #wrginda idin ara bilis- “to be acguainted with each 
other”. Here the postposition would again be strengthening the meaning 
already found in the converb form. In Abhi 1398-99 there is a similar 
construction (but with ekin between the two words). 

fâg can govem finite verb forms; e.g. mununy tüsâmi$ tüllârin koduru 
kololasar mân otgurati ordog kar$Sig kodup tasgaru üngây tâg mân 
(MaitrH XIII 4v7) “If 1 deeply meditate on the dreams she dreamt, it 
looks as if I would definitely abandon the palace and go out”, where | 
have translated the postposition as “it looks as if”. See section 3.27 for 
epistemic content and historical connections of this verb phrase. 
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4.22. Relational noun constructions 


Relational nouns are a set of nouns linked to the nominal they goverm 
through an izafet construction, i.e. what | have dealt with as “nominal 
phrase with possessive satellite” in section 4.121. Within such phrases 
relational nouns serve as head with possessive suffix; typically, they 
are in the locative case. In carlier Uygur, nouns governed within such 
constructions are in the nominative and not in the genitive case, as 
would have been egually possible if these were normal izafet 
constructions; govemed pronouns, on the other hand, are in the 
genitive case. With nouns with possessive suffixes we appear to have 
both possibilities. Governed nominals can also be replaced with zero 
reference to the context, i.e. disappear; the stable mark of the 
construction is the possessive suffix added to the relational noun. A 
number of elements are both postpositions and relational nouns; they 
will be dealt with further on. Nouns which also serve as postpositions 
but do not appcar in the izafet type of structure are here not classified 
as relational nouns; this is the case with yiyak “direction”, which 
govems nouns in the -dXn form and does not need the possessive 
suffix to do so. We first give a list of relational nouns, with a few 
examples: 

The concrete relational nouns denote relative placing or timing, used 
in the locative case form. Such are ic “the inside” (e.g. âv bark idintâ 
“in a house” TT III 42), fastin “the outside” (e.g. sugden tastininta 
ManBuchFrag p.148,5” “outside Su-chen”), öy “front; face” (e.g. siziy 
öyüyüzdü “before you” M 11 24,4, nr.9 IN), orto “middle” and üsk 
“presence?” (e.g. mayiri tâyri burxan üskintâ “in the presence of the 
divine Buddha Maitreya” TT IV B48 or mâniy üskümtüâ “n my 
presence? TT X 203); also others, which we mention below as they are 
also used as postpositions. öy “face” and bas “head? (basinta e.g. in Ht 
TI 389) are examples for the use of names for body parts as relational 
nouns. asra “below? appears to be used once, in a late text, as relational 
noun, in asrasinta agnalim (USp 177,83) “let us writhe below him”; 
otherwise it is an adverb (used as a postposition in the phrase adak 
asra “subdued, subjected”). azusinta “beside, on the side of 
(documented in the UW entry for it) also has the shape of a relational 
noun; a noun azu is attested as azuski and azus*da (both listed in the 
UW) and with the meaning “from the side” in azu*tin tur- (MaitrH Y 
376).001 


601 The conjunction azu “or” does not have guite the same meaning but a semantic 
bridge would be possible. 
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Then there are relational nouns in abstract use, as yoltintta 
“conceming?: bo borluk yolinta ... akam inim yegânim tagayim ... cam 
carim kilmazunlar (SUK Sa11,13) “May my brothers, nephews or 
uncles ... not raise any objections conceming this vineyard?. Similar 
instances of yolinta appcar in other contracts, in Sal6,12, 22,8 and 
23,15, WP6.2, 4, 6, 7 and 31, Mi3,12 and Mi27,4. bilir biz temi$ 
yolinta (WP 6,31) is “conceming it having been said “We are 
responsible””. 

AlI other relational nouns in abstract use express different views on 
causality; e.g. ugur “time, simultaneity, sake” which governs the object 
of the agent's motive in az nizvani ugrinta “for the sake of lust” (TT 
IL2 20) or ogul ugrinta “for the sake of a son” (MaitrH XI 3v16). 
Sometimes, e.g. /samfsoj alari ugrinta in Ht TI 463, ugrinta signifies 
“conceming?. vweriya with dative, not locative, has still a different 
meaning: samfso alari târkin tegin swö yaratmi$ ugrina sâvin& ötüg 
bitig iddi (Ht VU 216) “On the occasion of the crown prince having 
written a preface, the master /ripifaka sent a letter of thanks”. Further 
filtag “cause, filtaginta signifying “because of” (e.g. in Ht VI 4-5), 
and küc “force”, küdintâ signifying “due to”; thus in âdgü kilin& kücintâ 
(TT IX 96 and 102) “thanks to good deeds” or ünüs nomnuy kücintâ 
(ETŞ 17,11) “due to the dharma of ascent”. (ü$ signifies “fruit” but 
more often “conseguence”; /üSintâ “as a result of appcars to function 
as relational noun a number of times in Pothi. 

How do we distinguish between relational nouns and ordinary nouns 
appcaring in nominal phrases, as would be kisiniy âvintâ “in the man's 
house” or even in kögmüân irintâ “north of the Sayan (range)”? The 
simplest case, when a noun is attested only in the relational noun 
construction, is guite rare: üsk appears to be an example for this. In 
general, the border is fuzzy and there will certainly be cases where 
scholars might disagree. The main critera are meaning and 
distribution: kü€ “force, power, e.g., does not have the same meaning 
and is not attested in the same contexts as küintâ, which expresses 
causality. Then there is the principle of the content of relational nouns 
being more general: “inside”, “outside”, “before? etc. are more general 
than north”, not to speak of “house”. Any object has an “inside” (and in 
fact many non-objects as well), but being in the “north” is nota 
relevant information for many entities, and only persons can have a 
“house”. Relational nouns express basic spatial or logical concepts and 
this fact reflects on their distribution and use. We do not wish to 
exclude the possibility that a relational noun can also be a normal” 
noun, as clearly happens with names for body parts or, in another way, 
the highly versatile lexeme ara: As Röhrborn points out in UW 170b, 
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ara is used as a noun in the phrase iki ka$ arasiniy tusi “the place 
between the two eyebrows? in UigTot 668 and 679. That (guite late!) 
arasiya tâgip “reaching the place between the two eyebrows? and in the 
ablative in alfmisar kolti lenxwaniy arasintin suvlar kudulup (ETŞ 
20,137) “water pours from among 60 myriads of lotuses': In the vast 
majority of Old Turkic instances I have noticed, relational nouns 
appear in the locative. 

Several postpositions are used as relational nouns as well, e.g. both 
üzâtsinttâ and tfâgrâtsinsdâ in Höllen 35: üzâsindâ /yaflinlayu turur 
yogun tuluklar tâgrâsindâ tokip anin icindâ batururlar “They knock 
around him with the thick cudgels“92 which keep flaming above him 
and they submerge him in it (i.e. in the ground with red-hot irons)”. We 
have explicit nominal government in fâyri burxan tâgrâsintâ (TT X 
349) “around the divine Buddha”. The postposition basa appcars as 
relational noun e.g. in lig bâg basasinda yoriyu (| W A141-2) 
“walking after the king” or fâyri burxan basasinda (TT X 142-3) “after 
the divine buddha” and the postposition w/ru “opposite, facing? also in 
utruyda ... kâldi “came to meet you” (TT 1 113). The meaning of the 
adverb udu is close to that of basa; we find it used as relational noun in 
mini ymâ sizin uduyuzta eltü barzun (U NI 49,28) “Let him take me 
along following you.” kenindâ is often used adverbially to signify 
“thereafter, in the end”. Numerous examples of arasinda governing 
nouns (mostiy in the nominative, rarely, e.g. in Suv 492,5, in the 
genitive) are guoted or mentioned in UW 172-173; one example is 
köndiy atlig bâgnin kisisi ... iglâp ... ögsüz yatdi. ögsüzi arasinta laylag 
sözlâp ... (Suv 17,22) “The wife of a gentleman called Xiancheng was 
ill ... and lay unconscious. Between her unconscious phases she spoke 
incoherentily ...”. The use of ara as relational noun is likely to be 
secondary: This use is not found at all in such an extensive carly 
Buddhist text as the Maitr, and not in inscriptional or Manich&an 
sources except perhaps in the late Pothi book as aras/inf/ta (255). 

Occasionally there is contamination between postpositions and 
relational nouns, as in bes /örlüg finliglarniy ât'özlârin idintâ (BT V 
221-2) “within the bodies of the five classes of creatures”, where 
ât'özlârin is in the accusative and not in the genitive or the nominative. 


602 This is a mere conjecture; I take this to be a derivate from /ul/- “to strike” from 


which another derivate, #wum “weapon?, is well attested in Çarakhanid Turkic 
(discussed in OTWEF 293). 
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4.23. Supine constructions 


Among the actionality and ability auxiliaries discussed in section 3.251 
and 3.253, âr-, fur-, u-, bol- and kal- can govern the -gA/7 form. In this 
function (though not in the temporal function discussed in section 
4.633) it can be called “supine? as its uses correspond to those of the 
Latin supine | (salufatum venire “to come to greet”) and Il (horribile 
dictu “terrible to say”); this will be seen below. -g4A// #ur- signifies “to 
be about to (do something)”, which appears to have been the meaning 
of -g4ll âr- as well; -g4// kal- is “to be about to do the action but not 
to have done it as yet”. -g4// u- and -g4// bol- express ability and 
possibility respectively; these uses also have a lot to do with a future 
projection. In general, -g4// seguences express future orientation, as in 
-gAlI ugra- “to intend to do”, while seguences with the other two 
converbs, e.g. -U alk- and -(X)p alk- *to finish doing”, -(X)p kod- and 
-U tükât- “to do something exhaustively?, describe how the subjects 
carry out their ongoing action. kafiglan- (see next paragraph) and /ur- 
are found with both the vowel and the -g4/7 converb, in the first case 
referring to ongoing, in the second to projected action. 

The pragmatic verbs yarlika- and ötün- (discussed in section 5.3) are, 
in these functions used only with the vowel converb: -U yarlika- is “to 
deign to do, to graciously do”, -g4// yarlika-, on the other hand, “to 
order somebody to do”; -U ötün- “to say respectfully?, -g4// öfün-, on 
the other hand, “to beg somebody to do”. Examples for -g4// ay- “to tell 
to do” are given in UW 287b, $ild in the entry for ay-. Note that, in all 
these cases where a -g4/7/ form is followed by a verb of utterance, the 
two verbs have different subjects; thus e.g. in Sarirlig süyükinâ 
yalyoklarig tâyrilârig agir ayag tapig udug kilgali nâgülük yarlikadi 
(Suv B17.1r8) “Why did he order people and gods to honour and revere 
his relic bones?”” Strangely enough, -U öfün- is used also when öfün- is 
used in its lexical meaning “to beg” and not as pragmatic auxiliary in 
those cases in which the first verb and öfün- have the same subject; e.g. 
yazokda bosunu ötünür biz (Xw 101) is “We beg to get free of sin; 
The vowel converb is here used as supine. This may be a Manich&an 
(or early) characteristic, however, as the use of -g4// ötün- does not 
necessarily imply different subjects for the two verbs: We have bargali 
ötün- “to beg to go” in Ht VII 1883, a Buddhist text no doubt later than 
the X“astvânift. 

We now come to the supine constructions in the narrower sense. The 
-gAlI form is, in Uygur, often the complement of verbs of attitude, 
intention and expression, in which cases the two verbs always have the 
same subject: kâlgâli tapla- (TT X 113) “to be gladto come”, bargali 
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tapla- (TT X 275) “to be glad to go”, -g4l/ köyül örit- “to set one's 
mind on doing? (very common), #iylagali unama- (DKPAMPb 1177) 
“not to agree to listen, sandgali kilin- (TT X 359) “to set about to 
stab?, körkitgâli kilin- “to set about to show”, virxar etgâli basla- “to 
start to build a monastery?, yarmangali sakin- “to plan to climb?. üzgâli 
katiglan- is *to exert oneself to break”, ukgali kataglan- (MaitrH XV 
5r30) “to strive to understand? while /idu kafiglan- with vowel converb 
signifies “to work hard at hindering/: In the first case the breaking or 
the understanding has not yet taken place; in the second, the hindering 
is going on. /ur- “to stand (up); to arise” denotes the expectation of an 
event when governing the supine (e.g. ölgâli tur- “to be about to die”); 
with -(Xp or the vowel converb it expresses continuing or repeated 
action (section 3.251). We have -g4// küsâ- “to wish to do” e.g. in Ht 
TI 925, -gAll ugra- “to intend to do”, e.g. in birök... nâ nâgü is islâgâli 
ugrasar ol ugurda ... tep sözlâyür ârdi (U VI 54,15) “Whenever she 
intended to commit something, she used to say “...”; /finliglarig 
ölürgâli ugradi (TT X 35) “he intended to kill living beings”. Further 
examples of this type of phrase are guoted or mentioned in EDPT 91b. 
There are no final clauses here (as is often the case with -g4// forms 
discussed in section 4.636), because the two verbs cannot be said to 
constitute two separate clauses and because we saw that the meaning is 
by no means always final. 

In birök yargali korksar (Heilk Tl nr.3 1.4) “Tf one is afraid to break it 
(a wound?) open, however, ...” and busi bergâli kizganip (Xw 168) “to 
be (t00) stingy to give alms” the meaning is most clearly not final, as 
the second verb of the phrase does not lead to the realization of the 
first (and is certainly not temporal); it can most clearly be characterised 
as supine. There is a similar instance in Ht X 499-504: samtso adari 
pavandin ünüp pavan kedinki suv ögânftâl kâcgâli adaki tayip sürdüp 
yotasi andakya kirsaldi “Master Xuanzang got out from the cell (but) 
was prevented from crossing the rivulet behind it when his foot slipped 
and the skin of his shin was scraped a bit”. In these three instances the 
main verb states what prevents or prevented the subject from carrying 
out the activity denoted by the supine; cf. English “be afraid /0 go” and 
“be prevented /rom going”. 

Im kunduylarka yarangali sakindin “with the intention of currying 
favour with women? (U II 75,10) the -g4// form also has supine 
function: The expression comes from the phrase -g4// sakin- attested 
e.g. in MaitrH XI 14r28. 

The Old Turkic supine can gualify adjectives, as can its Latin 
counterpart; e.g.: /upulgali ucuz “easy to pierce? and üzgâli ucuz “easy 
to break” in Tufi I S6 show that this function existed already in Orkhon 
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Turkic, while bürtgâli yumsak (TT X 445) “soft to the touch” appears 
in a Buddhist text. Cf. körgâli körklüg “beautiful to see? in Wettkampf 
36-7; a similar expression appears in another Manich&an text, in TT 
IX 14.6 Instances where a -g4// form gets governed by fâgimlig 
“worthy of” (which otherwise governs the dative of what the head of 
the construction is worthy of) are of the same structure: e.g. /Öz /öpötâ 
tutgali tâgimlig “worthy of being carried on the top of one”s head” (TT 
IX 16); further examples appeared in TT IX 26 (damaged), DKPAMPb 
1112, Abilst 58 and MaitrH X 4v9. 

In the sentence yertindüdâki kamag uzik bilir baxsilarka baxsi bolgali 
sini /bifrlâ tânâsi uzak bilir kisi yok (MaitrH XI 16r13) the supine is 
again not subordinated to a verb but to /âydsi “egual?; it signifies 
“There is no literate person able as well as you to become a teacher of 
all literate teachers on earth”. 


4.3. Sentence patterns 


The sections 4.31 and 4.32 deal with sentence patterns; another way to 
analyse sentences, namely looking at the way the speaker chose to 
arrange and organise what he packs into a sentence, is the topic of 
section 4.4. 

The structure of interrogative sentences is identical to that of 
assertive ones. Yes / no guestions are characterised by the particle mU, 
which is moved around in the sentence to follow the word whose 
applicability the speaker gueries; the sentence structure thus remains 
unchanged by its presence. Its unmarked position is after the verb; 
when it appears elsewhere (e.g. “Xagan mu kisayin” tedim “1 said 
”Should I make him a kaghan?”” in Tufi 5), however, the word it 
follows is focussed on. The Orkhon inscriptions have an element gU 
which shows that the speaker expects a negative answer; see part V for 
its use. ârki “I wonder can follow the particCle mU in Uygur. 
Disjunctive yes/no guestions are construed as in Azeri, with yok by 
itself for indicating the negative alternative: burxan kutin bulu 
yarlikayok mu ol azu yok (Ht V 3b4) “Has he already graciously 
attained Buddhahood or hasn”'t he”. 

Here is a barely embedded indirect guestion: ani bilmâdi, öy/râki) 
âvirgülilâr uZikin yörügin tükâl kiltilar mu ârki tep (At VU 870-2) “He 
did not know whether previous translators had rendered text and 


©03 This should be read as körgâli tugilfig (or togilig), with a -IXg adjective attested 
also in Suv 619,22; TT IX 20 is similarly damaged, and the entry 7uğı/” in the EDPT is 
a ghost. 
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meaning in their completeness”. Other types of guestions are asked by 
using interrogative(-indefinite) pronouns, discussed in section 3.134. 
Their presence does not change the basic sentence pattem cither, 
although they are not always in sifu and can also be attracted to the 
sentence onset. mU is generally not used in the same sentence as 
interrogative pronouns.604 nd in “... sâdirâksiz yigi kiline/Jarig üklitip 
aslipl sarinü umadin nâ turgay mu siz” tep tedi (Alex 22-23) 
““Carrying out more and more deeds one after the other, will you be 
unable to be patient and stop at all?” he said”; is an indefinite pronoun 
here used adverbially and signifying “at all”. 

Classified by predicate there are two basic sentence patterns: The 
verbal sentence (in section 4.32) has a finite verb as its predicate (i.e. 
comment) or as part of its predicate. The non-verbal sentence (dealt 
with in section 4.31) has no such verb. 


4.31. Nominal sentence patterns 


The most common pattern of nominal sentences is bipartite, one part 
representing the topic, the other one the comment; e.g. efigi /ârtilyü 
körklâ (Ht VI 749) “Its (i.e. a monastery's) ornamentation is very 
beautiful”. The copula, which is needed under certain circumstances 
described below, is not considered to be an essential part in any type of 
nominal sentence. Beside bipartite nominal sentence types, Old Turkic 
also has tripartite nominal sentences, which have elements such as bar 
“there is”, yok “there isn't, yeg “better” or kârgâk “necessary? as (part 
of) their predicate (comment). Certain types of exclamatory sentences 
have no (explicit or implicit) topic — comment structure; theirs is a 
single-part pattern. 

The copula is a normally and fully inflecting verb (see section 3.29). 
Copular sentences will nevertheless be discussed in this section, as the 
copula represents the link between topic and comment and is needed 
when the predicate (or comment) is a noun (pbrase) and marked 
members of tense / aspect / mood categories are to be expressed. DLT 
fol. 198 states that the Oguz say /âgâl (not “tâgül, as “emended” by the 
editors) instead of ârmâz for negating bipartite nominal sentences.995 
Cİ. fâgil “nonexisting” in the Uygur document guoted on p.474 below. 


604 The translation of nâdük ol birlâ /toJo way vudi atlig xanlar? tânâsgây mü olar 
yeg alig üzâ? (At VU 128-130) should, e.g., be “How does he (compare) with the 
emperors Tang-wang and Wu-di? Will they egual in guality?? and not as translated by 
the editor. 

605 Both fögül and tögâl can come from *fâg ol, one through unrounding, the other 
through raising: Non-first-syllable /0/ was retained only when followed by /k/. 
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The following pasage in U I 8 (Magier) shows a few different types 
of what one would consider bipartite nominal sentences: bo /a$ ârtiyü 
agir turur. bo bir yumgak ta$, nâgülük ol biziyâ? “This stone is 
exceedingiy heavy. This (is) one lump of stone, what do we need it for 
(lit. what for Jis| it to us)” The first sentence could be defined as 
verbal although its “comment” is a fully predicative adjective, or it 
could be defined as nominal considering the fact that /urur has no 
lexical content but aspectual content at best; the other two sentences 
are nominal in every sense; they are tenseless (though especially the 
third one does refer to the time of speaking). In the first sentence there 
is a demonstrative as part of the topic. In the second one the topic bo 
“this” points at the referent of bo /a$ “this stone” of the previous 
sentence; in the third sentence the same topic is referred back to by o/ 
“that”; bo is demonstrative, o/ anaphoric. Considering biz “we? of this 
third sentence also to be part of what is “given” for both the speaker 
and the addressee leaves nâgülük “serving as what? as predicate. This 
predicate (or rather what the addressee is asked to supply) is neither 
verbal nor nominal but adverbial; there is no copula in cither of these 
sentences. 

Another purely nominal bipartite sentence is mân kololadokum 
kamagdâ ârklig yultuz ârmis (Dispute 1 15-9) “What 1 have discovered 
(is that the) stars tum out to be the mightiest”. örmis is merely the 
copula of the subordinated sentence, which is the predicate of the 
whole; there is nothing explicitly linking mân kololadokum to kamagdâ 
ârklig yultuz ârmis.69© This sentence is an instance of the most common 
type of nominal sentences, which has the structure “A is B”, whatever 
the nature of A and B and the content of “is” in any particular case. The 
first two sentences in the passage guoted in the previous paragraph are 
of this type. 


If the topic is in the 1“ or 2"İ person, the personal pronoun is made to 
follow the predicate, presumably becoming a clitic: Nothing else could 
explain this position, the natural place for the topic being initial 
position. E.g. o kizlar “kapagöi biz” tep tedi... “kapagöi kirkin biz” 
tedilâr (KP 41,5-42.,6) “Those maidens said “We are doorkeepers” ... 
“We are doorkeeper servants” they said”. Note that there is no number 
concord between subject and predicate; kapagdi and kapagöi kirkin are 


606 This fact made Peter Zieme, wo recentiy reedited the text, think that these were 
two sentences, the first of which he translates as “This is what I have found:”. Since, 
however, there is no explicit “this is” to serve as predicate of the first sentence cither, 
and since the second sentence is such a predicate, the two stretches have to be linked. 
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not in the plural. Sometimes pronominal subjects appear both in initial 
and in post-predicate position; e.g. siz arok siz; aroklay (KP 55,4-5) 
“You are tired; take a rest” or ”biz az biz” teyin “saying “we are few”” 
in the Tuü inscription. These might, of course, also be cases of 
topicalization, which would make “As for us, we are few” the better 
translation for the last-guoted example. 


If the topic is unmarked for person, the sentences with both nominal 
and verbal predicates may end with the pronoun © “that”. One 
presumable source is a topicalising structure; a sentence like bilgâ 
Tuokok ahig ol should possibly be translated “(As for) the counsellor 
T., he is wicked”. In some cases, o/ is neither topic nor comment but 
seems to function like a copula (as e.g. the 3'İ person pronouns in 
Modern Hebrew); therefore, o/ may also have been introduced at some 
carly stage to complete the paradigm X mân / X sân / X ol. Cases such 
as kilmi$lar ol (Ht 1 130) or yaratmislar ol (1.132, both “they have 
made ...”) show that copular o/ is not inflected for number even when 
the predicate is in the plural. In ayalarin kav$urup katiglamakliglar, üc 
ât'özkâ tâgmâkig üzlündü tüp kilmakliglar ol (1.154), this ol is shared 
by two nominalized verbal predicates: The sentence signifies “They 
fold their hands and exert themselves and make the attainment of 
irikâya their ultimate base?.07 fâyri baxsi ârklig ol (U TI 46,1) 
signifies “The divine teacher is mighty”, bo nisan mân Miy Tamürniy 
ol (USp 1,10) “This mark is mine — Min Tâmür's”. If, however, the 
overall meaning was “As for X, it is Y”, these translations should be 
“As for the divine teacher, he is mighty? and “As for this mark, it is 
mine, M.T.s” respectively. 

In küsüsüm ol ötüngülük tolp yertindüg yarotdacika (Suv 372,12) “It 
is my wish to pray to him who enlightens the whole world” the phrase 
küsüsüm ol could be paraphrased with küsâyür mân since it governs the 
small clause around the -gU/Xk form; o! is clearly needed for linking 
the topic küsüsüm to its predicate. In Kulsabadi xatunli Vipulacandri 
teginli bolar ikigü mâniylâr ol “(The god Indra said:) “Princess 
Kulisavatı and prince Vipulacandra, these two, they are both mine” (U 
TI 27,16) o/ serves as copula. Reference to the princess and the prince 
is left-dislocated (sce section 4.4); bolar ikigü then takes up this 
reference and “mine” is predicated on that. The second suffix in 
mâniylâr is the mark of number agreement between topic and 


607 The composite suffix -mAk*t/Xg is dealt with in OTWE pp. 153-155 but not its 
predicative use which we find in this sentence: Here the meaning appears to be a simple 
present. 
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comment, in this case added to a noun phrase consisting of a headless 
genitive. 


Above we guoted the sentence nâgülük ol biziynâ? (U 18) “What do we 
need it for”, literally “For what (is) it to us”. This sentence is not an 
instance of the eguational pattern we have dealt with hitherto in this 
section. Another common way to express “need” is with the modal 
nominal predicate kârgâk “(it is) necessary”; the 'needer” again appears 
in the dative case, which is an integral part of the sentence pattern: E.g. 
el tutdadi bâg ârkâ süli asli kertgündli üdâgü tân kârgâk (TT VB 106) 
“A ruling nobleman is egually in need of three things: an army, 
provisions and faith'. A copular verb (sce section 3.29) is added if 
verbal categories demand it or if the sentence is to be subordinated: 
ayar sizlâr kârgâk boltuyuzlar ârsâr sizlârni eltgây ârdi; mân kârgâk 
ârdim ârki, (U TI 69,25) “If it had turned out that he needed you (pl.), 
he would have fetched you; apparently it was me whom he needed”; 
maya ... bor kârgâk bolup (USp 1.2 and similarly often in other 
economical documents) “I needed wine and .... In TT VB 52 the 
needer appears in the nominative: nom bosgut boSgundadi tüzünlâr 
ymâ nomlug tayakig asaguda yegüdü kertgündlüg elig kârgâk “When 
Saikşas are to enjoy the support of religion, they need (to have) the 
hand of faith” (an extended metaphor, “support” for “doctrine”, “eat” for 
“enjoy”, “hand” for “faith'). To sum up, the patterm consisting of a 
nominative and (normally) a dative plus, usually, the predicate kârgâk 
generally corresponds to an (indicative) proposition stating that the 
entity referred to by the dative needs the entity referred to by the 
nominative. 

The DLT proverb sögüt söliyâ, kadin kasina “The willow for its sap, 
the birch for its bark” consists of two nominal sentences whose 
predicative dative has a different sort of content, viz. that of purpose. 

The ablative can also be predicative, e.g. in nom keyrülmâki yânâ 
kisli/ yalyukdin tetir (4t VU 807) “The spreading of the doctrine, in 
tum, comes from persons”. 

The predicate yeg “better” is bivalent, as in the proverbs alfun 
sarigita körö e$i6 karasi yeg; yürüy kümüsdâ körö ayak tolosi yeg 
(HamTouHou 16,13-14) “Better than yellow gold is that the pot should 
be black; better than white silver is that the bowl should be ful”: It 
therefore forms tripartite nominal sentences. 

We have already twice met the sentence nâgülük ol biziyâ? (U 1 8) 
“What do we need it for”, which shows that sentences with 
interrogative pronoun do not need a copula. This is so already in 
Orkhon Turkic elim amti kani (KT E9) “Where is my realm now?” 
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Then consider the sentence kayu ârki bes? (MaitrH Y 143) in the 
following context: asag fusu kilmaki ymâ bes türlüg ogrin bolur. kayu 
ârki bes tep tesâr, ây ilki ... “His bringing benefit (to living beings) 
takes place in five ways. Which five these are?“ Firstly, ...”. bes 
“five”, which takes up the reference of be$ fürlüg ogur, must be the 
topic while kayu “which”, left-dislocated as so often with interrogative 
pronouns, is comment. 


Exclamatory expressions such as nâ ymâ fan, nâ ymâ tavrak “Oh how 
surprising, how fast (it 1s)!” or anlama mâni! andcama âdgü asig tusu! 
anama âdgü kut kiv! (MaitrH X1 3v7) “Such bliss! Such good favour! 
Such good luck and blessing!” are bipartite only in the sense that their 
implicit topic wholly follows from the situatilon in which the 
conversation is couched. The sentence nâ sav ârki t(â)yrim (MaitrH 
XX 1r17), which is used with the meaning “What matter might (this) 
be, my lord?” differs from nominal interrogative sentences presented in 
the previous paragraph by also lacking all reference to the topic; its 
exclamatory nature may explain this ellipsis. Even an address like 
eliglâr eligi-a ,O king of kings!* (U 1W A 103) could be considered to 
be implicitly bipartite in the sense that it informs the addressee of the 
speaker?'s view of him as “king of kings”. 

Only a proper name used as vocative, e.g. a m(a)xas(a)itvi-ya “Oh 
Mahâsattva!” (Ht III 779), can be said to be a sentence consisting of a 
single member, beside of course all types of expressive exclamations: 
These utterances show no topic — comment structure. Vocative 
elements are often also interpolated into utterances, e.g. already fürk 
bodun “the Turk (or “united”) nation?” in Orkhon Turkic (KT TE22). 
Vocative NPs are often linked to imperatives, as in körüylâr âdgü 
tinlaglar “See, good creatures!? in MaitrH XX 13v3. 


Another type of non-verbal sentence is that construed with bar “there 
is? or yok “there ismt” as predicates. With bar we find e.g. bay ymâ 
bar, yok öigay ymâ bar (KP 6,1) “There are both rich and poor peopl&”; 
with yok e.g. mini üdün âmgântâĞi kim ârsâr yok (U W C 152) “There 
is nobody whatsoever who could suffer for me. The domain of 
existence can be supplied in the locative case: azu bo savimda igid bar 
gu? (KT S 10) “Or is there anything false in these my words” In 
Uygur the aorist of bul/-tuk- “to be found” serves as verbal alternative to 
bar and yok as in the following passage: bar mu munuy köküzintâ 


608 /ep tesâr “if one says” has not been translated here: This is a very common strategy 
for asking rhetorical guestions then answered by the author. See section 3.343 for ârki. 
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kutrulmaklag urug tarig azu yok mu? bultukar mu mununy köylintâ 
köküzintâ korkinc ayindlig âdgü töz yiltiz azu bultukmaz mu? (MaitrH 
Y 104-108) “Is there in his breast the seed of liberation or isn't there? 
Is there to be found in his heart and in his breast the good root of fear 
(0f god) or isn't there?”0609 

Possessive constructions have a tripartite structure: They comprise 
the possessor, the possessed and bar or yok. Possession is predicated 
by having bar (its absence by yok) follow the possessed entity with the 
possessive suffix referring to the possessor: özüm kutum bar “I myself 
enjoy divine favour'; ögründün yok (IrgB) “You have no joy”. muyar 
nâ ârsâr yazok yok (PaücFrag Il 23) “He does not have any sins 
whatsoever?“!9 shows that the construction is different when reference 
to the possessor is not limited to the possessive suffix: The nominal 
referring to the possessor is in the dative case and the possessed has no 
possessive suffix. The same possessive dative appcars already (as 
bodunka) in the following Orkhon Turkic instance, showing that the 
construction Was not copied from some foreign language: nây yerdâki 
xaganlig bodunka bintâgi bar ârsâr nâ buyi bar ârtâci ârmi$ (Tuü 56) 
“If any independent nation were to have one like me, what trouble 
could it ever have” The first instance of bar expresses possession in a 
rather concrete (though not economical), the second in an abstract 
sense. 

The well-attested expression yidi yokiya tâgi (e.g. TT IV B56) “üll 
the disappearance (even) of its smell? clearly comes from a 
nominalisation of the sentence *yidti yok “Is smell is absent', the 
second possessive suffix referring back to the entity whose complete 
disappearance is envisaged. Although they are grammatical predicates 
in that they alternate (as shown below) with forms of the copula, show 
possession and for other reasons, bar and yok are in fact nominals 
signifying “existing? and “non-existing? on the one hand, “existence” 
and “*non-existence?” on the other. The attributive and referential uses 
can be found in the passage yok örmâz âzük sav sözlâdimi/z), yokug 
bar, barag yok tep tedimiz (MaitrH XX 14r3-4) “We have said non- 
existing (yok ârmâz) and mendacious (âzük) things, have presented the 
non-existing as existing and the existing as non-existing;? yok is here 
first used adnominaliy, then nominalIy. The binomes bay bar and yok 
digay (e.g. KP 6,1) respectively signify “rich” and “poor. bar and yok 


609 Note the ellipsis of the nominative in the second part of the disjunctive 
construction. 

610 “whatsoever? translates nâ ârsâr, see section 3.134 for this expression of 
generality. Cİ. kim ârsâr in the U IV C152 sentence in the previous paragraph. 
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can even be topics, as in the proverb bar bakir, yok altun (DLT fol. 
181) “What is present is (like) copper (one cares nought about it), what 
is absent is (precious like) gold”. 

Sentences of existence are transferred away from the present by 
verbal means; e.g. yana ymâ bar ârdi sikwen atlig nomdi atari (At VU 
76) “Moreover, there was the preacher and teacher named Oi Xuan”. 
Both amtika tâgi taki bar ârür (BT 1 A; 4) “Tt (i.e. a sütra) still exists 
even till now? and inlip amti yertindüdâ bo uzak yok ârür (MaitrH XI 
15r20) “However, this character does not exist on carth at present” 
show the adverb amfi; âr-ür was apparently joined to bar and to yok to 
show that the present in the narrow sense is meant. 

In ödgü kilindi bar ârip ... (BT 1201) “(if) he has good deeds (to his 
favour) and...” and o âki kisi bar ârsâr “since there are those two 
persons?” we see that bar needs the copula to get subordinated. Unlike 
in Turkish, bar and yok are not replaced by the converb of the copula 
in case of subordination; the copula is added to the construction as it 
is: kimniy birök küdi küsüni bar ârip tâv kür ali altagi yok ârsâr ... 
(PafcFrag Il 263) “Whoever, however, has power (bar ârip; but) has 
no tricks and guiles, ...”. 

Expressions like /0/p sansar ifdifntâki tinlfi)glarig nâcâ ömgâtgülük 
tolgakguluk erintürgülük busanturguluk islâr küdüglâr ârsâr,... (TT 
IL2 41-46) “However many matters there may be for which to cause 
pain and affliction to all the creatures in samsâra? or ükü$ aZunta aSnu 
ârinâtüv atlig balikta ârnem atlig elig xan ârti (HamTouHou 1,13) 
“Many generations ago there was a king named Aranemi in the city 
named Arunâvati? show that âr- by itself was also used for expressing 
existence. 

In the following sentences âr- expresses possession: bögü biliglig 
burxanlarniyn iki törlüg ât'özlâri ârür (Maitr 26A rll) “the wise 
minded Buddhas have two types of bodies?; sözlâsgün ârsâr (UigBrief 
D) “if you have anything to discuss?'. In k&âk birlâ katiglig savlar 
köyülintâ ârmiskâ (BT N 991) the translation can be existential 
(because there are things mixed with hate in one's heart”) or 
possessive (“because one has ... in one's heart”). 

ol, primarily “that” but also widely used as copula, is also found in 
sentences indicating existence: ordo balik kedfin tagdin/ buluninta alti 
bârlâ ...J bir sâyrâm ol (At 11273) “6 miles to the north-west from the 
capital there is a monastery”; ©!! o/ #amuta ymâ ülgüsüz üküs cadirlig 
suvin tolu ulug e$idlâr ol (DKPAMPb 63) “Now in that hell there are 
countlessly numerous large pots full of potash water. 


SL Assuming that the lacuna did not contain anything relevant to this matter. 
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4.32. Verbal sentence patterns 


Verbal sentences, especially sentences with fully or partly lexical 
verbs, can be analysed as hierarchical structures, in that they consist of 
noun phrases serving as arguments, of a central verb phrase assigning 
participant tasks to these arguments and sometimes of adjuncts. The 
sentence need not include reference to all of its arguments; this 
reference can very well be supplied by the context without any explicit 
trace of it appcaring in the sentence itself. The lack of such trace is the 
rule when the reference-supplying context consists of language 
material; less so when the reference comes from the situation. The 
tasks carried out by noun phrases within sentences have already been 
accounted for in section 4.11, where we dealt with the various case 
functions. 

One of the arguments in the verbal sentence will be the subject of the 
verb. The addressee can be expected to extract reference to the subject, 
as to any other participant, from the context. All entities retrievable by 
zero reference are part of (or constitute) the sentence's topic. The 
subject of the second sentence in biziy be$ yüz ârân kanda bardi? âsân 
tâgdi mü? “Where have our 500 men gone? Have (they) arrived 
safely?” (KP 53,4-6) is, of course, meant to be supplied from out of the 
first, without need to even put fâgdi into the plural. 

When there is no explicit reference to the subject and its identity is 
not made clear from the context cither, we speak of a varaiable. öytün 
kedin satigka yulugka barsar bay bolur (KP 13-14) signifies “One 
becomes rich if one goes to the cast or to the west to trade”. The 
guestion to which this statement is an answer is also couched in terms 
involving a variable, and so are the other answers to the same guestion 
when presented to other addressees; the sentence itself would have 
been identical if there had been zero reference to some subject from the 
context. Another example: o/ /asig özi üzâ tutsar kopga utgay ... ol 
ta$ig özintâ tutsar yat kisi adartu umaz (BlattRun 17-18, 23-24) “If one 
keeps that stone on oneself, one will prevail in everything ... If one 
keeps that stone on oneself, strangers will not be able to harm one”. 
This is not basically different (though perhaps less widespread among 
European languages) than when an obligue argument is neither explicit 
nor implicit, as the object in the sentence nâgülük ölürür sizlâr “Why 
do you kill?”; just as the speaker has no specific object in mind in this 
sentence, he has no specific subject in mind in the previous ones. 

In other cases, deverbal noun dummies are used for filling object 
slots: This, I suspect, is the main reason for the appcarance of ölü? in 
ölüt ölür- “to carry out a massacre? with the verb just mentioned, and 
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of dasut in dasut dasur- “to slander” (both documented in OTWEF 310- 
11). yol in yol yori- *to travel?” and nom in nom nomla- “to preach' 
could have been replaced by more specific terms if the speaker / writer 
had deemed them necessary or had been able to supply them. The 
appcarance of verbal abstract objects is obligatory when these are to be 
accompanied by their subjects; the phrases arslan silkinigin (or 
are guoted in OTWEF 204. yol yori- shows that a real etymological 
connection is not necessary between the two elements, although 
alliteration does appear to be the general rule. 

Adjuncts, which express, among other matters, when, where, how or 
why the event referred to by the sentence takes place, are generally not 
made obligatory by the grammar. They can consist of phrases or 
clauses. See section 3.3 for adjuncts, section 4.2 for adjunct phrases 
and section 4.63 for adjunct clauses. 

Predication is sometimes shared between a verb and a nominal, which 
is unmarked for case. There are three types of this: 

Firstly, some intransitive verbs are able to goverm descriptive 
predicative adjectives, e.g. bususlug in nâ ücün busu$Slug kâltiyiz? 
“Why did you come in sorrow?” (KP 4,5). Thus also the guantity 
adjective alku in âdgü törö âdgü kilin alku kalgay (TT 1,121) “Good 
habits and good deeds will all stay”. Similarly, certain transitive verbs 
also govern adjectives which they predicatively apply to their direct 
objects, as in sakin€ arig tut (ChristManManus, Christian ms. v 12) 
“Keep (your) thoughts pure. 

Thirdiy, a transitive verb can govem two nouns or pronouns as 
objects; the second noun (in the nominative) here tells us what the first 
(in the accusative case) is made to tum into; inscriptional özümün öyrâ 
bina basi itti “Myself he sent (id-) forward (as) captain”; Uygur âki 
kizin tapig berti “He gave his two daughters (as) tribute? or alfi azigin 
.. kâyikdikâ busüi berü (Ht VI 259-60) “(the white elephant) gave his six 
molars to the hunter (as) alms”. A reversal in the order of topic and 
comment is not excluded; the topic remains evident by being marked 
with the accusative suffix: end âsân kilzun mini (U Tl 64,9) “May he 
make me be well and in peace”. We guoted instances with the verbs id- 
, ber- and kil-; yarat- “to create” and afa- “to nominate” are also used 
with two objects. 
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Participles are adjectives and could therefore, in principle, also be 
used predicatively. Some of them, the -/46/91? form in inscriptional 
Turkic, the aorist, -yOk and -mAyOk, -mls and -mAdOk, -(mA-)gU and 
-(mA-)gUlXk forms in the whole of Old Turkic, could serve both as 
participles and as finite verb forms. The meanings of -yOk, -mAyOk, 
-ml$ and -mAdOk are different when they are participles and when they 
are not, which means that — given the context — confusion between 
participle and finite form was unlikely. When, however, we e.g. findan 
aorist form in predicative position, the predicate can in principle be 
understood cither as a verbal or as a nominal one: mâniy köyülüm nân 
ornanmaz (TT 1,1 40) could signify cither “my heart hasn't been 
calming down? or “my heart is a guite unstable one” .6!3 In some such 
instances the distinction between “finite” and “non-finite? may possibiy 
disappear in main or in subordinate clauses. In the case of the aorist, 
finite use, which is statistically more common than participial use, will 
be the hearer / reader's first (and hence only) choice. 

The distinction between verbal and nominal predicates is blurred also 
through the existence of a well documented hybrid class: There are 
subordinating opronouns and conjunctons goveming infinite 
subordinate clauses, both with participles and converbs, e.g. muntada 
adin taki öyi as idgü yok kim bo ... a€ barsig tirgürgülük “There is here 
no other different food or drink with which to revive this ... hungry 
tigress”; finlig oglani yok kim mânin ... kam kadasim bolmadi ârsâr 
“there are no living creatures who did not become my relatives (in 
previous lives)”. For Old Turkic, where verb forms capable of nominal 
behaviour possess all verbal categories, one might want to do away 
with the notion of finiteness and deal only with categorial bundles in 
word classes. 

Unlike many (but not all) languages, 1“ and 2" person verb forms 
can also be accompanied by nominal subjects, not only pronominal 
ones. Three Orkhon Turkic examples among many, with the 1“ and 2" 
persons singular and the 2" person plural: ilgörü barigma bardig, 
kurigaru barigma bardig (KT E23-24, BO E20) “Those of you who 
went cast departed and those of you who went west departed (as well); 
yigirmi kün olorup bo taska bo tamka kop Yollug Tegin bitidim (KT 
SE) *I (but the text contains no apposition), Y. T., wrote all of it on this 


612 There is no evidence that -m4c/, which serves as negative counterpart of -dAğ in 
the inscriptions, was used as a participle; in Uygur we find -mAdAĞl in participial use. 
-dOk forms, on the other hand, are never found in finite use, though -m4AdOk is. 

613 In the second case it might be necessary to end the sentence with o/ (see section 
4.31), as e.g. in kök tâyri yayin kilmislar ol (HtsBiogr 130) “They have done it in the 
manner of heavens”. 
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stone, on this wall, sitting (at it) for 20 days”. ölügi yurtda yolta yatu 
kaltai ârtigiz (KT N9) “(ALI these, my mother the gucen, my mothers, 
elder sisters, daughters in law and princesses, who would survive 
would become female slaves); the dead among you would be left Iying 
in deserted camps and on the road”: The adjective ölüg “dead” is the 
subject of the 2"İ person plural verb phrase kaltaci örtigiz. Here an 
example from the 4” (runiform) Stein ms. (1.6): afi öz apa totok ulati 
kamig atlig yüzlüg otuz âr kâltimiz “Thirty of us came, all men of 
renown, the (ruler's) nephew Ö. A. ?ofok and the others”. The best 
rendering of the content of this Old Turkic sentence into English 
included a series of appositions, but this does not correspond to its 
actual structure: That presents 30 men with certain attributes and 
mentioning one of them, as formal subject of a 1“ person plural finite 
verb. 

-mA- negates verb forms. Double negation gives positive meaning, as 
-mAdOkXm yok, or in finlig oglani yok kim mâniy ögüm kayim ... 
bolmadi ârsâr “there are no living beings who did not become my 
parents”. The following negates the copula where English would 
negate the topic or the predicate: a/ko tinliglar mânin yatim ârmâzlâr 
“All beings are not foreign to me (< none are my strangers)”. The 
negativity of a superordinated verb does not extend to a subordinated 
one; one example among many is faki kamag kamlar ter(iJlâp nây 
tirgürmâgây “Even all the magicians will, assembling, definitely not 
bring him back to life”. Therefore, converbs have to be additionally 
negated: burxan kutilig küsüsintâ ancaki(yya ymâ tinmatin kilguluk 
isiyâ ... arifi armadi (U IVA 272) “Not leaving off a bit in his wish for 
Buddhadom he did not at all get tired of the task he was to carry out”. 


4.4. The organization of information in the sentence 


The second way to analyse a sentence (the first way being what we 
looked at in sections 4.31 and 4.32) is to deal with the flow and 
organization of information taking place in it. In Old Turkic the most 
salient means for this purpose is constituent order. The content of 
sentences in which the same information is organized differentiy will 
generally be understood in the same way as far as truth values are 
concemed. 

The order of sentence constituents is in Old Turkic strongly topic — 
comment oriented in all stages of the language, all styles and text sorts 
and all putative dialects; other purposes served by constituent order 
can be iconicity (“first noted first mentioned”), the linking of elements 
to previous sentences and the forward motion of the plot. When the 
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topic is purely deictic, the relevant pronoun is added gffer the 
predicate. Otherwise, the last constituents in a sentence normally 
belong to the predicate. Moving constituents around so as to arrange 
them in the topic — comment order is simpler with the nominal 
sentence than with sentences having a finite verb, which is why we will 
start with that. An example for a nominal sentence is âdgütg ol ârinö 
(KT) which, considering the context, can have a translation like “That 
is probably the good you got from it? 514 Again translated freely, mâniy 
sakinim ymâ antag ok (Ht 1229) is “Now that is what I think”: In both 
of these cases, the demonstrative is predicate. In exclamative nominal 
sentences the topic — comment order can be reversed: andcama âdgü 
mâni ârür küsâmi$ küsü$lar kanmaki (MaitrH XV 1316) “What great 
Joy it is when what one had hoped for is fulfilled!? Non-finite verb 
forms can also be cither topics or comments in nominal sentences, but 
that will be dealt with further on, as the construction is used for making 
the verb of a verbal sentence unpredicative. 

In the following sentence a nominal clause is made the object of a 
verb of thinking; stating the clause which is the object of bi/- is more 
important to the writer than giving first position to the rather general 
subject of the whole sentence: #ükâl bilgâ tâyri burxan yarlikamis köni 
kertü nomnun tinliglar bo montag yegin adrokin bilzünlâr (TT X 557- 
559) “May living beings know that the rightful and true doctrine 
preached by the perfectly wise divine Buddha is so superior and 
excellent?” or “May the living beings know this superiority and 
excellence of the ...”. This object clause could by itself have been #ükâl 
bilgâ tânri burxan yarlikamis köni kertü nom ârtiynü yeg adrok ol (or 
ârür). 

Left dislocation topicalises both in nominal and in verbal sentences. 
In the following nominal sentence the interrogative phrase nâ förlüg 
kisi “what sort of a person” is in its normal initial position; however, 
the topic pushes itself before it for prominence, not without leaving 
demonstrative bo as trace:9!5 bo montag körksüz ... yatagma nâ törlüg 
kisi bo (ChristManManus, Manich&an ms. r 5) “This (person) Iying 
there in such an ugly way, what sort of a person is he”. Another 
nominal sentence showing left-dislocatilon is kazganö nâny tarig 
tarimakda âdgü yok (KP 13,2) “As for profit, there is absolutely none 


614 The *g is a variant of the 2” person possessive suffix, here referring to the 
beneficient of “the good”, i.e. the advantage. 

615 In Turkish such trace demonstratives are unstressed. This must have been the case 
also in Old Turkic, where they are placed after the predicate instead of being in the 
normal topic position yaf-agma is a participle representing the subject of the action of 
“Iying down. 
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better than in agriculture”, the undislocated place of kazganc would 
have been after âdgü, its attribute. What is important to note is that 
under such movement no government relationships are changed. 

Left dislocation of the topic is rather common also in verbal 
sentences, where we find two types: Fither topic and subject are 
referentially identical, or the latter is different but in some way related 
to the former (e.g. by being part of it); the matter has been discussed in 
Erdal 1998b. Here is an example for topic / subject identity under left 
dislocation; reference to the topic is effected by the possessive suffix 
on âr-mâkti: tâyrikânimiz uzun özin kalin kutun turkaru adasazan 
tudasazan ârmâki bolzun ârti (BT V 516-8) “Our majesty, I wish he 
were to attain a long life, that he were to live full of blessing and that 
he were continuousliy free from trouble? .6!6 The type with distinct topic 
and subject is sometimes called “double subject construction. It is 
found e.g. in inscriptional £arlok tirigi bari türgâska kirti “As for the 
K., all among them who saved their lives jJoined the T.”. The sentence 
“kögmüân yoli bir ârmi$, tumi$” teyin â$sidip ”...” tedim, yerdi tilâdim. 
(Tu 23) “As for the Sayan (range), | heard that there was only one 
way across it and that it was blocked, and said... , finally, is another 
example for the phenomenon. In both examples the topic, Karlok or 
Kögmün, is in the basic case form, and reference to it is taken up by the 
possessive suffixes of firigti barti and yolti. yoli bir is a nominal 
clause with copula, serving as a complex predicate (or “comment”), as 
the sentence firigi bari türgâska kirti serves as complex predicate. The 
sentence with bari reminds us of f/efselar üküsi körmâdin âsidmâtin 
kaltilar (At VU! 74) “The students mostly went on not to see and not to 
hear”, or “As for the students, most of them (üküs-*-i) remained .... The 
most salient “relationship? is the inalienability of body parts, as 
between the subject and his mouth in the following; kayu kisi agizintin 
âyrig sarsig sav ünsâr ... anta ok tâyri burxanig öp sakinip inda tezün 
(DKPAMPb 539) “Ifa person has used harsh and abusive language, let 
him think of divine Buddha and utter this”. kayu kisi is the subject of 
the main verb, for which the nominative is normal; by making it 
precede the conditional clause with sav as its subject, the possessive 
suffix of agiztinstin serving as only link between the two clauses, we 
effectively get the situation where the person is not directiy to blame 
for the harsh and abusive language while remaining the topic. In the 
following Manich&an example (MI nr. 8 VII r2-4) resumptive o! kisi 


“16 We know that #âyrikânimiz is not a vocative standing outside the sentence, as it is 
preceded by the vocative fâyrikânim. The sentence is followed by another two, which 
show a similar structure. 
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is topicalised because it takes up the generalising kanyu kisi: kanyu kisi 
kim bo yarokun ârmâkfig) kântü köyülin idrâ tarimis ârsâr, ol kisi 
bâlgüsi antag ârür “Whatever person has planted this enlightened 
existence into his own heart, that person — his characterisation 
(bâlgütsi) is as follows:?. In a sentence in Maitr XV 10v13 £amag 
tinlaglar (thus) “all creatures” is the topic while az övkâ biligsiz 
biliglâri “their ignorance of lust and anger? is the subject. 

Grammatically redundant pronouns are made to start sentences for 
contrast against other participants, e.g. Orkhon Turkic biz az ârtimiz 
yaviz ârtimiz “As for us, we were few and in a bad state”. 

In ol kim burxan tetir, nom ol ok ârür (TT V1418), Buddha manages 
to become both topic and comment. The sentence says “That which (or 
“He who ...') is called Buddha, the teaching is nothing else but him? 
(or “that”). I have chosen the “nothing else but? construction to render 
focussing through the particle ok. What we have is the nominal 
sentence nom ol ârür, with both topic and predicate, the nexus getting 
predicated upon the noun phrase o/ kim burxan tetir, which consists of 
a demonstrative gualified by a relative clause. The meaning basically 
to be conveyed is that Buddha and the teaching are one and the same. 
The author could therefore have written burxan nom ârür ot nom 
burxan ârür if he had not intended to stress the import of this identity. 
However, beside ok to underline the status of Buddha as predicate he 
chose to apply to Buddha left dislocation as well, leaving o/ as trace in 
the kernel sentence. 

The element ârsâr is exceedingly common as topicaliser, e.g. favgad 
eli ârsâr, mârece atlig uc kidig türk türges yer ol “As for China, that is 
a Turkish, Turgeshian, distant land of the mleccha category”; siz 
tidimlig xanlarniy töz yiltizda siz .. mân ârsâr tâyri yalavaci mân 
(Wettkampf 53) “You are from the root of crowned kings ... As for me, 
I am a messenger of God”. There is very extensive listing of such 
instances in $$ 29-33 of the entry âr- in the UW, pp. 406-407. An 
example where /esâr is used for the same purpose is guoted in chapter 
VI. Both words have survived in Turkic languages as topicalisers to 
this day. 

We stated above that it is not simple to move the finite verb around in 
the Old Turkic sentence; the reason for this is that finite verb forms 
have a strong affinity with the position at the end of a sentence. Finite 
verb forms are, however, moved away from the end for purposes other 
than topic / comment structure, in the following types: 

Imperatives and other verb forms signaling an unusual energy on the 
mind of the speaker are sometimes left-dislocated: ögsüz kalmis bo 
irind tinlig âmigimin âmip bolzun mâniy oglum (PaücFrag 1 29) “(111) 
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let this poor creature suck my teats and — well then — let it become my 
child”; “fal atin” tedim (Tuü IN1) “Dive (into it) with (your) horses” 
I said”. ofg/urak)/ kertgünzün bo savag (TT X 467) “Let her put all her 
trust in these words!” In Suv 609,11 the prince who is ready to sacrifice 
his body for the hungry tigress says: bulgay ârki biz yeg adrok buyanig 
“We will hopefully attain excellent puyya”. Great emotion brings the 
verb to initial position: muy ay muy ay, yitirmis mân isig sâvâr amrak 
atayimin “Oh sorrow, oh sorrow, I have lost my dear baby, whom | 
love warmly? (Suv 623,10); kalmis süyük yer sayu, idginmis mân 
kândimin, sâvâr amrak atayimin (Suv 626,16-17) “The bones lie 
around everywhere, I have lost my baby, my dear chick whom (I) love”. 
The sentence asukmaz mu köyülün, finally, was written by an old 
father in a letter he sent to his son in an emotional plea to come for a 
visit (UigBrief C12); it signifies “Doesn't your heart yeam (for us)?” 
but a freer translation in the context could be “Aret you homesick?” 

A causal relationship between events can bring the verbs to the fore 
and make them precede subjects: ymâ yegâdti yla)rok kün k(a)rarig 
tünüg alyadturdi ... ymâ anta ken fârjksinür elânür eliglâr xanlar 
k(â)ntü öz elin idirâ (M ll nr.8 MI v10-15) “And the bright day 
vanguished the dark night and weakened it; ... and thereupon they rule 
and govemn, the kings and rulers, within their own realms”. 

Converb phrases connecting with the pre-text can precede the subject 
when the action is a direct reaction: muni körüp bodisatv ... ârtiyü 
korkdi sezinti (Suv 630,10) “When he saw this, the bodhisattva, ... he 
became exceedingiy frightened ... and worried'; ani körüp yâklâr bâgi 
vay$irvani tâyri, ya$slig közin yiglayu ... (TT X 296) “When he saw 
that, the lord of the demons the god Vaisrâvana, ... he wept with wet 
eyesand...”. 

S— O — V is the unmarked order, S being preceded by connectives 
(such as anfta ötrö “thereupon'). Other object positions demand 
explanations. In the following example, e.g., the locative precedes the 
subject in order to stress the distance of the two goals: üstün 
akani$tabavan altin avis tamu ... yer suvlarda ol yarok yalirik tâgir 
“That bright gleam reaches all the way to the A. above and the Avici- 
hell... worlds below?. Objects can also precede the subject when they 
are topics carried over from the preceding co-text; e.g. Cik bodunug 
biyam sürâ kâlti “The C. tribe was driven hither by my military unit”. 
The accusative is pushed to the first part of the sentence also when 
something else occupies focus position, e.g. elig (örög agi barim tutar 
(KP 9,1) “Money (agi barim) is what keeps the state (e/ #örö) going”. In 
the following Orkhon Turkic example, öd, the direct object, is topic; it 
precedes /âyri, the subject, which is focus of the utterance: öd fâyri 
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aysar kisi ogli kop ölgâli törömis “Since it is god who determines 
timing (üd), the sons of men are all bom to die.” The reason for öd 
“time? lacking the accusative suffix might be its genericity; the 
sentence is uttered in consolation for death. In örgün anta yaratitdim, 
öt anta tokitdim (SU) the unmarked direct objects precede the 
locatives, which are in focus: “It was there that I had my throne (örgün) 
erected and a (border) fence (ci/) set up”. In bo buyanag ân öyrâ âvirâr 
biz tâyri bögö el bilgâ arslan tâyri uygur târkânimiz kutiya and similar 
sentences in the colophon of MaitrH Y, the deflexion of punya (buyan 
âvir-) is topic, the person to whom it is deflected (in dative case) the 
relevant new information. 


Personal pronouns follow nominal predicates as they follow the verb, 
presumabiy lacking stress (as in modern Turkic). This means that the 
topic follows the comment when this topic is a personal pronoun, 
instead of preceding it. Hence the placing of a personal pronoun at the 
end cannot be used as an indication for its being predicative. It is an 
indication that it is getting cliticised and tuming into a grammatical 
personal marker without any role in the topic-comment structure. The 
sentence fâyrim, bizni yarlikagli buyanci kertü tâyri siz siz (BT V 400- 
402) is to be translated as “My lord, it is you (siz) who are the true god 
of good practices, who commiserate with us” with “you” as comment. 
This corresponds to Turkish sizsiniz: The first siz is comment, the 
second the trace of the copula. If “you” were a neutral topic we would 
have “tâyrim bizni yarlikagli buyandi kertü tâyri siz, while *tâyrim siz 
bizni yarlikagli buyandi kertü tâyri siz, with siz added in the first 
position, would mean that the 2" person is being contrasted with other 
possible topics. 

The position just before the verb serves focussing: In fâyrili yâkli 
yarokli karali ol üdün katilti (Xw 7), e.g., ol üdün “at that time” is in 
focus: “It was then that gods and demons, light and darkness were 
mingled?. When the focus position just before the verb is occupied, 
non-finite elements can be pushed after the verb; this may be the 
reason for the place of the converb in the following sentence: /egin 
kani xanka inda tep ötündi iglayu: ”...” “Crying, the prince spoke the 
following words to his father the king; ”...” (KP 4,7). For the purpose 
of focussing, predicative direct objects can be moved away from 
preverbal position also when they have no accusative marking; udcugma 
kfuslar) kâlip tâmirlig yiti tarmaklarfin) üzâ tandu tandu âtimizni 
üzlüp)j eltirlâr (MaitrH XX 14r14) “Flying birds come and with their 
iron claws tear away our flesh piece by piece”. The unmarked place of 
tancu tancu would have been adjacent to the verb; the correct 
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formulation of the process may just be that elements get highlighted by 
being moved from their normal position, whatever it is. 

Here are Christian examples for the postponement of the indirect 
object: ol üdün Xerodes xan inda tep yarlikadi olarka (U 1 Magier 3) 
“Then king Herod decreed the following to them; barip yükünâyin 
ayar (U 1 Magier 8) “let me go and worship him”; yükünc yükündilâr 
ögmâk alkis ötündilâr elig xan m(â)sixa tânrikâ (U 1 Magier 20) “they 
worshipped and expressed praises and blessings towards the divine 
king Messias”. pasik sözlüâgüg ayu yarlikadiniz olarka “you graciously 
admonished them to sing hymns” (from a Manich&an text) also places 
the backgrounded indirect object after the verb. In Buddhist b0 .. 
buyan âdgü kilindig ân öyrâ âvirâr biz .. tört ... tâyrilârkâ “We 
transfer the credit for this meritorious deed first of all to the four... 
gods”, on the other hand, the postposed indirect object is predicative. 

Beside these there is the phenomenon of right dislocation, where a 
sentence or clause with a demonstrative in situ is followed by an 
apposition to that demonstrative: In the sentence seni inca sâvâr mân 
ayadaki yindü moncok tâg “1 love you as much as jewels and pearls in 
one's hand” (KP 6,8), ayadaki yincü moncok tâg stands in apposition to 
ina. While, in this sentence, inca points forwards, muni in the 
following sentence points backwards: muni körüp bodisatv, montag 
osoglug ârtökin, ... ârtiyü korkdi sezinti (Suv 630,10) “He saw this, the 
bodhisattva, i.e. that this was the situation, and became exceedingiy 
frightened ... and worried.?”. In this second case, both the subject and 
the apposition giving semantic content to the anaphoric demonstrative 
are postposed. The reason here, again, is the strong emotional content 
of the passage (referring as direct object to the state of the prince 
sacrificing himself). In Devatâ a2-3917 we read: nâ antag âd ol /agJuta 
ilaki katigrak, nâ antag) âd ol yalar otta kâd örtâyür etc., signifying 
“What is such a thing that it is stronger than poison? What is such a 
thing that it flares up stronger than fire? ...”. Then (a10) nâ antag âd ol 
bintaduta taki yum$akrak “What is such a thing that it is softer than 
silk??. We here have three interrogative nominal sentences where the 


617 We guote two among four such sentences, the other two being even more 
fragmentary. The editor's reconstruction is based on parallelisms, on the answers to 
these guestions (which are also, however, fragmentary) and on the Chinese and Sanskrit 
versions. The less likely analysis is to consider nâ antag âd ol to be a complete nominal 
sentence and yalar otta kâd örtâyür an asyndetic relative clause, similar to the analysis 
of the sentence bo montag körksüz yatagma nâ törlüg kisi bo “This (person) Iying there 
in such an ugly way, what sort of a person is he” offered at the beginning of this 
section: That would only have been possible under left dislocation. yumsSakrak in a10 is 
an emendation for a word which looks similar but is not understandable. 
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attributes of öd are right-dislocated, leaving the cataphoric 
demonstrative anfag as trace. The first and third right-dislocated 
elements are adjectives with satellites while the second one is a 
relativized sentence with no mark of subordination (as the conjuction 
kim would have been). Parallel mss. instead use other means of text 
organization, nâ anfag âd bar “What sort of a thing is there... or nâ 
antag âd ol kim “What sort of a thing is itthat.... 

Now take kisig .. yinik körtâği, nomug ucuzladadilar üdün, anin 
burxanlar anta tugmaz; köyüllâri tar, kirlâri târiy üdün kut bulmi$ 
tüzünlâr bo tiltagin anta barmaz (Ht V 100-106) “Because they 
humiliate people and disparage teaching, that is why Buddhas are not 
born there; because their mind are narrow and their filth deep, for that 
reason âryas who have found blessing do not go there?: The anaphoric 
elements anin and bo filfagin echo the reference on the expressed 
causes for further prominence. Similarly in Ht Il 665: mân sini nizvani 
kadgullarin/ tarkarip arxant kutin bulturgali, ani üdün sürüp 
üntürdüm “To make you get rid of the passions of sorrow“!5 and find 
arhathood — that is why I drove you away”. 

Topics established as such in the text stretch preceding a sentence 
can be right-dislocated. Take bo montag asig tusu kildai ülün bo nom 
ârdini, anin ol $loklarig tükâl bititti “It is because this sütfra-jewel does 
this much good that he (i.e. the Chinese emperor) had those gâthâs 
written out in ful” in BT 1 A, 19-21. The süfra in guestion is 
mentioned (and praised) in 1.4 (bo kimkoki atlig nom ârdini), 1.9 (bo 
nom ârdini), 1.14 (bo kimkoki nom) and referred to with a zero 
anaphoric in 1.17 (where the reader has to understand it to be the object 
of a verb). Then follows the sentence guoted above, where this 
reference is taken up with a noun phrase, placed in post-predicative 
position: İn a sentence following upon one with zero anaphora, the 
author chose to take up explicit reference, but without putting the 
referential noun phrase into a position which establishes topicality. 

Im “bar ârsâr mâniy azkya ârsâr ymâ münüm kadagim, ... eriylâr 
münâylâr” tep, “âtözdâkimin ârsâr ymâ, tiltâkimin ârsâr ymâ, 
köyüldâkimin ârsâr ymâ” (BT 111 543-545) “He said “If1 have even the 
smallest of sins, ... criticise and chastise it, be it a sin of my body, of 
my tongue or of my heart.” there is right dislocation of three locative 
satellites to “my sin? (the binome mün-üm kadag-im); these satellites 
take up the possessive suffix of this latter. Interestingly, the accusative 


, 


“18 1 do not think nizvani kadguflar is either “Leidenschaften;” as translated by 
Röhrborn or “acılar,” as translated into Turkish by Ölmez; it is unlikely to be a binome 
as the meanings of the two words are too far apart. 
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form of the satellites echoes the function of the head as direct object, 
although that has nominative and not accusative form. 

Çuestion pronouns generally appear in situ; e.g. mâniy kizim kanda 
baryok ol (U 1 25,21) “Where has my daughter gone”; biz ikigüdâ 
kanyusi küdlügrâk biz? (Wettkampf 43) “Who among us two is the 
stronger?”. In rhetorical guestions, e.g. eliyin törögin kâm artati udali 
ârti BO E19) “Who could have harmed your realm and your system”; 
ellig bodun ârtim; elim amti kani (KT E9) “1 was a nation with a realm; 
where is my realm now”; ofsuz suvsuz kalfi uyin, nâcük yoriyin (IrgB 
45) “How should I manage, how can I live without grass and water”; 
muntada muyadincig nagü bolgay “What could be more wondrous than 
this?” (Maitr 26A 14). im the following sentence an interrogative 
pronoun in indefinite use is the sentence's subject: k£im kayu küsâsâr 
Ketumati kânttâki ... kutlug tinliglar ara âtizü olorup asagali, birlâ 
olorup mânilâgâli, ol kisi âdgü kilin& kilzun “Whoever wishes to enjoy 
sitting among the blessed creatures of Ketumatı and to make music, to 
sit together and be happy, that person should perform good deeds”. It 
can then happen, as in this example, that it attracts the verb away from 
clause-final position. Even more so with real interrogatives with 1“ or 
2"İ person subjects: nâkâ tâzâr biz (Tu 38) “What are we flecing 
from”; kâmkâ elig kazganur mân (KT E9) “Whom am 1 conguering 
countries for”; nâ üdün bususlug kâltiniz? (KP 4,5) “Why did you 
come (back) saddened?””; nâgülük ölürür sizlâr “Why do you kill?”; nâ 
tusu bolgay “What use will it be”; kanca bargali sakinur siz “Where 
are you planning to go? In DKPAMPb 840 a child addresses his father 
with a chain of five rhetorical guestions, two of them with mU after the 
verb, two with left dislocation of w4* forms and one (marked by ârki) 
with the pronoun in situ; these are: kanla bardi sânin burxan kutilig 
yarlikancudi köyülüy kanta yitlinip bardi ârki? “Which way did your 
good thoughts linked to Buddhahood go? For whom have you given me 
as alms to cause me so much pain? Where did your pity disappear to, | 
wonder”. In the following instance, finally, the nominalized topic is 
pushed out of initial position by an interrogative: nâ fusu bolur (or: 


use will it be (to him) that he looked for and found out a suitable day 
and a suitable hour?” 

If the verbal content is not predicative (i.e. not part of the 
“comment?), the sentence can be clefted by putting the verb into non- 
finite form (here âsidtöküm). Im üküs tâlim nomlarig âsidtöküm yok 
ârti .. amti yügârü âSsidtim .. bo nomug (Suv 670,14) “There were 
many teachings which I had never heard; now I have listened to this 
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teaching (being preached) right before me” it is the negation which is 
in focus; the neutral expression would have been âsidmâdim. In the 
following sentence the subject is in focus; for this purpose the particle 
Ok is placed after (and the adjective yalayuz before) it. The verb is 
made into a participle, tuming the sentence into a nominal one, 
whereby the subject appears in the second half of the sentence: ani 
biltâĞi yalayuz burxanlar ok ârür (BT 1 D(14)) “It is only the Buddhas 
who know that”. Take the sentence o/ yâknin üstün tâyri altin yalyukta 
kim ârsâr kücin tidtali yok (TT X 104-106) “There is nobody, neither 
among gods above nor among humans below, who restrains the power 
of that demon”: yâk, “the demon”, is topic, brought to a position before 
the subject and thereby separated from its head. yok is shown to be the 
main predicate by the nominalisation of the verb, again changing a 
verbal to a nominal sentence pattem. In the following passage the 
clefting serves focussing on the identity of the subject: kim ârti ârki 
bicdaği ögükkyâm ât'özin? ... kim ârti ârki ölürtâği ögükkyâm dak sini? 
(Suv 626,14-19) “Who could it have been who slashed the body of my 
darling? ... Who was it, I wonder, who killed you of all people”. sizni 
sâvmâkimiz montag ol “This is how we love yow (Ht VTI 1880) figures 
a non-finite verb form to focus on montag: The variant with finite verb 
would presumably have been *sizni montag sâvâr biz. 

In yeg ârdöküm ol (E24,5) “That is how l succeeded? and in firig 
oztum. kâltöküm bo (KP 61,1) “I survived alive. Here Il am' it is 
demonstrative pronouns which get the full predicative weight. A -dOk 
form is topic for a demonstrative also in Kapgan xagan, Türk Sir 
bodun yoridoki bo (Tuü 1 N3) “This is how K. k. and the Turk (or: 
“united”) Sir people fared?. The following sentences with copula are 
construcd similarly: ka/fi tül tü$âp odunmi$ tâg tiriltöküm bo ârür (Suv 
16, 15-16) “This is how I came back to life, as if, e.g., | had dreamt and 
woken up”; yerig tupulup yokaru ünmisi bo ârür (Suv 644,4) “This is 
how it pierced the earth and came up”. This construction lived on, with 
-dOk, in Oarakhanid: os kâldöküm bo is, in DLT f0l.30 translated as “I 
have just come”: o$ here makes the presentative element even more 
explicit. Interestingiy, most of the -dOk forms are in the 1“ person. In a 
lecture held in Frankfurt in November 2002, E. Skribnik documented 
this construction, with predicative bo or ol, from Tuvan and Altay 
Turkic. 

The main clause in the following sentence was clefted to create a 
focus for the temporal adjunct: örtimlig ât'özüm idginsar mân, kayu 
kün bolgay muni tâg tükâllig kisi ât'özin bulgum? (U 11 88-89) 
signifies “When I lose my transient body, on which day will it be that | 
find a perfect human body like this one?” The unclefted version would 
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have been “kayu kün ... kisi âtözin bulgay mân? The writer's hope has 
been transformed into the projection participle bu/-gu. 

Definiteness or specificity do not as such appcar to be expressed by 
case marking. That constituents appearing carlier in the sentence tend 
to be more definite, i.e. better known to speaker and hearer and more 
within the universe of discourse, is a universal phenomenon and no 
doubt correct also in this language. 


4.5. The structure of the participant group 


For the representation of relationships between entities participating in 
an event the language uses a number of different and interacting 
means: First of all there are the verb bases, cach with a typical set of 
participant characteristics, i.e. what set of nominals they can govem 
and in which cases. Those goveming direct objects are called 
transitive, those not goveming direct objects intransitive, but one 
would need a much richer set of terms to classify verb bases in this 
way: Their government of other case forms (e.g. the dative) is also of 
high grammatical relevance. Moreover, some verb stems are associated 
with more than one government pattern, sometimes as linked to 
different meanings; in some of these cases, it can be arguced that such a 
verb stem in fact represents more than one verbal lexeme. Still within 
the lexicon (and therefore not, strictly speaking, the object of this work 
but described in OTWE), any intransitive verb stem can, in Old Turkic, 
be turned into a transitive one by adding one of the seven causative 
formatives or formative combinations to 1t.9!? Secondiy, the different 
diathetical suffixes added to the verb (including the causative suffixes) 
define distinctive grammatical sentence structures, especially if 
lexicalisation of these derived stems does not lead them to special 
meanings and away from sentence patterns characteristic for cach one 
of them. Thirdiy there are the governed nominals referring to the 
participants in the action, consisting at least of one word (unless we 
have zero anaphora pointing to some entity outside the clause as 
defined by the verb in guestion), which fall into semantic classes on 
one hand and, on the other hand, are characterised by case forms. 

Zero slots can by the addressee be filled cither from out of the 
context or through his world knowledge. See OTWF 785, 795-6 


619 The various causative suffixes are in complementary distribution for some of the 
stem shapes as defined phonologically, but not in all cases. They should be treated as 
separate suffixes both for this reason, and because their grammatical characteristics by 
no means overlap completely. 
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conceming the ellipsis of direct objects because of expected addressee 
knowledge in the military domain, the verbs akif-, sekrit- / sekirt- and 
yor(i)- taking “horse(s)” as implicit object; they are thus used as 
intransitive verbs in spite of their causative shape. Similarly, Röhrbom 
2000 states that the verbs dökit-, bödit-, agrit-, tâprât-, bâlgürt-, ürkit-, 
bâlinlât-, ânit, tolgat- and the DLT's yili?-©20 are used with the 
subject”s body or a part of his body as implicit object. In a few cases 
this ultimaltely led to relexicalisation as an intransitive verb; in the 
corpus, the object does, however, resurface cither when it has to be 
gualified by an adjective or for some contextual reason. The problem 
which we have with ellipsis is that, in the less common cases, it is not 
clear which lexeme should actually be the understood object: With the 
sentence nâcükin taki adkantadi biliglâr ... ürkitgâli bâliylâtgâli ugay 
guoted by Röhrbom 2000: 270 from Ht, âfözin “his body? is unlikely to 
be the implicit goal, as he thinks; with verbs signifying “to frighten” the 
object should be less physical. 

Passive sentences have verbs formed with -(X9/- or, in late Buddhist 
texts, -1X/- or -:UrXi-, getting the patient as grammatical subject. They 
usually lack an explicit agent; in later texts they are sometimes 
accompanied by a constituent referring to the agent, governed by the 
postposition üzâ. See OTWF 691-93 and 699-700 for the syntax of 
verbs formed with these formatives. The normal carlier way of 
deriving passive verbs with explicit agent was to add to them the 
formative —(X)/- and put this agent into the dative case. 

When one of the seven causative formatives is added to transitive 
bases, we have different constructions depending on what case forms 
the argument nominals governed by the verb are in; the different 
possibilities are discussed in OTWF 834-845. The instances involve 
agents or instigators, targets and, mediating between these, 
intermediate causces or intermediate agents, whose task may be seen as 
active (from the point of view of the target) or passive (from the point 
of view of the instigator). 

-(X)s- verbs have two (groups of) participants (in plural) vying or 
cooperating with cach other. They are often accompanied by the phrase 
bir ikintiskâ “one another”, which appears as bir ikintikâ in M 19,9 and 
Maue 1996 44a v6; alternatively, they have one participant vying with 
(birlâ) another, the parties being either direct or indirect objects of 
cach other. The content of “vying” is not necessarily linked to the use 


620 This has the secondary meaning “to get fever”. Röhrborn 2000: 272 points out a 
similar development behind Turkish kızdırma “fever? and the verb üşüt- “to catch a 
cold?. Another such case is Turkish sı#ma “malaria”, which comes from 7s1-(-ma. 
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of -(X)S-; cf. külümüz bir ikinti birlâ sinalim biz “Let us compete with 
cach other in strength” (Wettkampf 41-43); DreiPrinz 119-120 has no 
doubt also been correctly completed as /bir/ ikinti birlâ. The 
cooperating or vying participants in an action are cither both subjects, 
or one party is the subject, carrying out the action wi/h or against the 
other. However, even in this latter case and when the subject is 
singular, Old Turkic (unlike Westerm European languages) puts the 
verb in the plural; inim Köl Tegin birlâ sözlâsdimiz (KT E 26), e.g,, 
signifies “I discussed the matter with my younger brother Köl Tegin”. 
One of the original meanings of the -(X)s- formative (retained to this 
day in Kirgiz) may have been the expression of verbal plurality; thus 
e.g. in beğin€ ay ü yegirmikâ kalisdi “on the 13” of the 5” month they 
made an uprising? in Tariat S3, referring to the Türk tribes after getting 
vanguished by the Uygur confederation. See OTWF 578-583 for more 
details. 

Verbs formed with -(X/n- are reflexive or middle (in which case they 
can govem direct objects) or anti-transitive (intransitive derivates of 
transitive bases); a number of them can be semantically characterised 
as having an abstract metaphorical meaning distinct from the concrete 
meaning of their base. See OTWEF 634-639 for details on the syntax 
and semantics of -(X)n- verbs. Verbs formed with the rare and obsolete 
-(X)d- formative all show middle voice while all -(X9£- and -/Xn- verbs 
(the first discussed in OTWF 650-51, the second in OTWF 641-42) are 
anti-transitive. Sentences need not have any of these forms to show 
middle content: el//ig/ bâg ... öziyâ olorgu âv etdürti (At WI 739), e.g. 
signifies “The king ... had a house made for himself to live in”. 

-sXk- forms sentences with the patient (a creature with a will of its 
own) as subject (like a passive) but (in a few examples) together with 
the accusative of some matter by which the subject suffers; see OTWF 
705-6. All -2X2- verbs (as all -sX£- verbs) have transitive bases; they 
represent the subject as responsible for the action he undergoes, and 
get the active causce in the dative case; see OTWF 709 for the use of 
verbs formed with this suffix. 

When a subject slot is not filled and no zero anaphor is in sight 
cither, the subject can be “any appropriate argument?; “somebody” in 
“as if somebody had wrung (them, i.e. foetuses in their mothers” beliy) 
with an iron wrench?”: The verb o/i- has no explicit subject. It would 
have been wrong to translate “as if wrung with a... wrench” as the verb 
was not passivized. In section 5.2 we deal with impersonal necessity, 
where the speaker / writer uses various means for expressing a 
directive he applies to anybody. The conditional does not need to fill 
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the subject slot cither: /wZif tâyri yerintâki yil sanin sanasar tükâl tört 
min yil ârtdi; yalyuk saninca bögsâr âlig yeti kolti alti yüz tümân yil 
ârtmi$ ârür (MaitrH X 1v10-12) “If (one) reckons it by the years of the 
divine /uşita country 4000 years all in all went by; if (one) sums it up 
by human reckoning 57 kofis and 6 million years have passed?. Using 
tep tesâr “if one says” is a very common strategy for asking rhetorical 
guestions then answered by the author himself; “one? here represents a 
variable. 

Such non-reference to subjects happens also with finite verb forms, 
as with fâgir in the following passage: ol yolda barip ariti sansardin 
ozgali bolmaz; kayu üdün bo tüzün yolda barsar temin ök ugrami$ 
ürüg amal nirvan balikka tâgir (MaitrH Y 328) “Going by that way it 
is guite impossible to get free from samsâra; when one takes this 
righteous way, one reaches straightway the intended eternal peaceful 
city of nirvâna'. As Zieme 2000: 67 points out, alternative readings in 
Chinese-Uygur bilinguals are often introduced with the words ... ymâ 
ter “One also says ...”. Further instances where slots opened by finite 
verbs are left empty are mentioned in section 4.32. 


4.6. Clause subordination 


The transformation of verbal clauses to sentence constituents is mostly 
taken care of by morphology, i.e. through the replacement of finite and 
other predicative verb forms by participles and converbs. These appear 
to have been the only means available to the language of the 
inscriptions, beside the use of /e-yin and /e-p in the creation of causal 
and final clauses within a direct speech strategy. In Uygur, however, 
conjunctions such as &im also have important tasks, and that dialect 
conglomerate makes much use of pronouns such as kim “who” 
(sometimes joined to verb forms in -s4r) in subordinating. The 
predication of a subordinate clause can fill the task of any of the 
constituents of the main clause except the verb; we shall here deal with 
these tasks under three headings: adnominal, nominal and adjunct.62! 
AlI loose forms of juncture are dealt with in section 4.8. 


4.61. Clauses in adnominal tasks 


“21 Sections 4.61, 4.62 and 4.63 thus roughly correspond to the tasks of adjectives, 
nouns and adverbs. The term “adjunct” has a wider sense than “adverbial', since 
adjuncts and adjunct constructions can gualify not only verbs but also whole clauses. 
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Old Turkic has basically three different types of attributive relative 
constructions: left-branching constructions built around participles, 
right branching ones that are introduced by particles, and relativisation 
which makes use of correlative pronouns, where the head can be within 
the relative clause. The first type, here called synthetical, is described 
in section 4.611, the second, which we call analytical, in section 4.612. 
Correlative relativisation is described in section 4.65. The heads which 
relative clauses gualify refer to constituents (action participants or 
circumstantials) of these as well as being constituents in the matrix 
clause; this is why they get deleted from both synthetical and analytical 
relative clauses: They do not, however, get deleted from the 
subordinate clauses within the correlative relativisation construction. 
Finally we have headless relatives (dealt with in section 4.62 with 
subsections) othemselves orefering to such participants Or 
circumstantials. 

Sometimes the gualifier clause denotes the action as a whole and not 
one of its participants; in this case it is not a relative clause. When the 
head is not a participant in the action described by the subordinated 
verb, nothing gets deleted even though the subordination is effected by 
(TTIV A 29) ,with the intention of killing* and bo nom bititmis buyan 
âdgü kilin& ,this meritorious deed (consisting of) having had the süfra 
written down”, which show an infinitive and an action nominal in -41/$. 
In the first of these the action is not meant to be linked to any 
particular subject; in the second the subject of bifif- is the person who 
commissioned the copyist's work. In the first case, “killing” is the 
content of the thought which the word ölürmâk gualifies, whereas, in 
the second instance guoted, the “having written something” gets 
defined as punya (# buyan - âdgü kilin& or the source of punya. Such 
verbal nominals can also be accompanied by reference to the subject, 
which is in the nominative in the following instances (both with -mAk 
forms): bokün/ki? künkâ tâgi mogodlar otka tapinmak tiltagi bo ârür 
“this is the reason for the Magi's worshiping of fire to this day” (U19) 
or dinâk kegin& bermâki nom “the text of Chandaka's answering” (a 
Manich&an book title in ChristManManus p. 1208). In the following 
expression, reference to the subject of the subordinated perfect 
participle can be found in the possessive suffix added to the head of the 
construction: anaka ataka yazmi$niy ayig kilindlarimizni (BT XI 
12,76) “our evil deeds (consisting of) having sinned towards mother 
and father; unlike the other examples I have come across, the satellite 


tankarig idmi$ yazoklarim “my sins of having broken precepts and 
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having relinguished vows? (TibBud 46). In amti köyülündâki nâ 
bususuy sakindin ârsâr mini körmi$s sâvinckâ irak tarkargil (TT X 136) 
“Get rid of any sorrow or worry there is in your heart through the joy of 
having seen me? the subject of mini körmi$ (the satellite) is inherited 
from the main verb, a 2"İ person imperative. In TI X 520-521 the 
reference is explicit in the anaphoric use of the genitive form aniy 
which also gualifies the head: aniy öyrâ azuntaki ... tâyri burxan 
nomin â$idmi$ tinlamis ögrâtigi üzâ bo Slok nom köyülintâ kâlti 
“Through his experience (ögrâtig) in a previous existence of... having 
heard and having listened to (â$idmis fiylamis) the teaching of the 
divine Buddha, the following doctrinal verse came to his mind”. 
yarokin biziyârü kâlürdi ârsâr, biz adrok adrok etip yaratip nomka 
kigürsüg törö bar ârti (Xw 167) “There was the rule that, whenever he 
conveyed his light to us, we (in tum) were supposed to prepare and 
organize it cach in its special way and to introduce it to religion” is an 
instance where the verbal noun kigür-süg (< kigür- “to introduce”) is 
accompanied by a nominative subject, biz. In âvirigâli ötünmi$ ötüginâ 
(BTU 114) “upon the reguest of... to have (the punya) deflected” the 
head and the gualifying verbal form happen to be etymologically 
related; English regwest is able to govern a phrase such as /o have if 
iranslated but in Old Turkic ötüg had to be gualified by ötünmis, a 
form less nounier than regwest to govem the supine in -g4//. 

974) “On a large rock at the foot of a promontory there is (0/) the mark 
of Buddha having sat there”, iz “trace” is not a participant or a 
circumstantial of the action of Buddha”s sitting but its result. I am not 
aware that “result” can be expressed as a circumstantial in Old Turkic; 
if that were possible, this particular -7/$ clause would also be a 
relative clause. | take this to be the criterion distinguishing between 
relativisation and gualification by clauses referring to the action as 
such, in any case holding for the instances mentioned in the previous 
paragraph. 

Synthetical relative clauses precede their head while analytical 
relative clauses follow it. In the following example there is, 
exceptionally, a right-branching synthetical relative clause (with 
sözlâdâi “pronouncing? and /#utdadi “upholding”): kim kayu tinliglar, 
bo idok darni nomug sözlâdâdi tutdadi, ögüzlürdâ köllârdâ ulug taluy 
ögüz icintâ suvka kirip yunsarlar, ... (DhaSü 28) “If any creatures 
reciting and upholding this holy incantation get into rivers, into lakes 
or into the sea and wash, ...”. This instance can also be considered an 
apposition. In the following sentence there is an analytical relative 
clause introduced by &im and following its head: bar mu ârki antag 
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tinliglar kim bo nom ârdini tiltaginta bo ok közünür azunta âdgü tüskâ 
tâgdâi (Suv 2,16, the introduction) “I wonder whether there are such 
creatures as attain good results (i.e. achieve their goals) right here in 
this visible world because of this söfra jewel”. What is here being 
relativised is not a finite verb as generally in analytical relative clauses, 
but a participle without a copula. This is also rather rare but not as rare 
as right-branching participles without £im. It may not be a coincidence 
that the forms in both passages are -dAĞ participles, as there may have 
been some reminiscence of -d4dl in finite use, as in Orkhon Turkic. 


4.611. Synthetical relative clauses 

Old Turkic relative clauses are usually built around participles. 
However, ârgürmis kizil bakir ilürmâklig ... tamu (BT 1 468) “the hell 
where they give (people) red-hot melted copper to drink” is a 
synthetical relative construction although one would not call the 
-mAk*-IXg form (discussed in OTWEF pp. 153-5) a participle. Relative 
clauses gualify nominals referring to one of the entities involved in the 
event being described (in the instance just guoted, e.g., the entity is 
*place”). We can thus classify them according to the task of the head 
nominal in this event. 


1) Orkhon Turkic examples for relative clauses gualifying the 
relativised verb's subject are körür közüm “my secing eyes” (KT N 
10), igidmi$ xaganiy (KT S9) “the ruler who has taken care of you”, 
öltâci bodun “the people who were going to perish” (KT E29). Further, 
Uygur fâprâmâz kamSamaz ornaglari oronlari (BT V 189) “their 
immobile and unshaking abode? and sâvâr in idginmis mân kândimin, 
sâvâr amrak atayimin (Suv 626, 16-17) “1 have lost my baby, my dear 
loving chick!?. One would not say that secing in English my secing 
eyes is a relative clause, though which see in eyes which see would 
gualify as one. Our practice conceming Turkic is to call any attributive 
participle a relative clause, since the distinction between these and 
even elaborate relativizations is gradual and fuzzy. In bir bilgâ nom 
bilir âr (KP 14,3) “a wise man who knew“> the doctrine? the participle 
has the object nom but the bracketing could also be (nom bil-)-ir. With 
-yOk we have e.g. övkâ köyül öritmâyök tinlig ,a creature which never 
let itself get into an angry frame of mind' (U 111 42,13); cf. the common 
phrase köyül örit-. m üĞ yâk savin simagli ... târs azag nomlaglar (M 
MI nr.12 r3) the ... propounders of heretic doctrines, who do not 


622 This is how we have to translate bilir in this sentence and öltâdi in the previous 
one, since the main verbs are in the past tense. 
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contradict the words of the three demons”, the -(Xg/ participle is 
negated. ol törötâ yigilmis nââ kisilâr ârti ârsâr “All the people who 
were assembled at that ceremony ... (Suv 5,8-9) has a relative clause 
with -72/$ gualifying its subject. 


2) Im yagi alkinmis yula (Maitr 103v11) “a beacon whose oil has been 
consumed? and közi körmüâz kisi (MaitrH XV 8125) “a person whose 
eyes do not see” the possessive suffix added to yag “oil” and to köz 
“eye”, the subjects of the relativised verbs, refers to the heads, showing 
that they (i.e. yag and köz respectively) in some way or another 
“belong” to these heads (wa and kisi respectively): These are 
examples for the bahuvrihi construction with participles in the 
adnominal predication. The eye is, of course, an inalienable part of a 
person?'s body, and oil was a necessary and commonly known 
ingredient of oil lamps. 


3) Participles can also be used for relativization when heads are direct 
objects. In the following two clauses, the subject /ürk bodun is 
supplied both from the matrix clause and from the possessive suffixes 
added to the heads: #ürk bodun ellâdök elin idginu idmi$, xaganladok 
xaganin yetürü idmis “the Türk nation let their realm, which they had 
created, slip away, and lost their emperor, whom they had crowned” 
(KTE 6). 

When the relative clause is to refer to 1“ and 2"İ person subjects of 
the relativised verb, the reference is normally effected by a possessive 
suffix on the head, e.g. in aydok isâydz(i)n tükâti islâdâmöz (M | 
10,13) “we have fully carried out the task you told us to do. In künkâ 
a$adokumuz bes tânri yaroki “the light of the fivefold god which we 
absorb during the day? (Xw 201) however, the subject appecars asa 
possessive suffix on the verb form. 

Rarely, carly sources use -m/$ forms also for perfect relativisation: 
âlümüz apamiz tutmis yer suv (KT E19) “the territory which our 
ancestors ruled?. Im Manich&an sources this happens only when there 
is to be no explicit reference to the subject: etmis yaratmis tatiglig a$ 
“a well-prepared and tasteful meal” (runiform ms. TM 342 1 r4-5, 
KöktüTurf 1056); sizlârdâ almi$ agu xormuzta ti(âlyrikâ atgay mlânJ 
(M 1 19,15) “I will shoot the poison taken from you at the god 
Ohrmizd?. In sözlâmösig irindülüg söz “a loathsome expression not to 
be uttered? (Xw 198) the head is also the direct object of the verb; here 
the meaning is not factive but prescriptive, since -sXg is a projection 
participle. The subject of sözlâ- not being retrievable from the context, 
we take it that the “utterance” should not, according to the speaker, be 
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uttered by anybody. In the previous sentence, the poison could have 
been taken (a/-) by the subject / speaker or by an assistant. 

Buddhist Uygur uses -m/$ for perfect relativisation also wi#h subject. 
In the following example the subject marking is on the head (as in the 
-dOk instance guoted from MI 10,13 above): mâniy kolmis kut-um 
bütmâzün “May the blessing for which | prayed not materialize (if...) 
(TNS2la-—U 261 v5, a Buddhist fragment with Manich&an 
punctuation guoted in the n. to BT V 426; there mistranslated). This is 
kilin&tim (TT V1 15) “my own deed which I committed in a previous 
life”, where the deed or sin is the subject”s sin. Cf. also fâyri favgağ 
feligf/niy yaratmis swösin (Ht VT 18) “(He read out) the preface which 
the divine Chinese emperor had composed”; the emperor is the author, 
i.e. the subject of yaraf-, but one could also say that the preface was 
“his” preface. In bo ogul sutmaknin bermi$ a$in yep aymi$ isin kilip ... 
(SUK Ad3,6) “This son (should) cat the food which S. gives (him) and 
carry out the work which he tells (him to do)”, on the other hand, the 
food and work are Sutmak's, in another sense the boy?s.63 When 
subjects are in the nominative the head does not necessarily have the 
possessive suffix: fâyri tâyrisi burxan yarlikami$ ... idok darni (TT V1 
02) ,a holy formula decreed by Buddha the god of gods*. There are 
cases, finally, when the head has no possessive suffix even when the 
subject is in the genitive case: ol künki biziy asda ölürgüli ud koyn 
toyuz baslap tinliglar (Suv 6,13) “creatures, mainly bovines, sheep and 
pork, which we had intended to slaughter that day at our meal; 
braman burxanlarnin yarlikamis bir $slok nomug ağa yada sözlâdi (U 
111 36,1) “The brahman recited and interpreted the didactic poem which 
the Buddhas had decreed”. 


4) Im ayanday köyülin yüküngü ... kayim mani burxan (Pothi 2) “my 
father the prophet Mani, to be worshipped with reverence? the head is 
the indirect object ofthe verb yükün-. 


5) n(i)gosaklarnin suyin yazokin öküngü xwastwan(i)vt (Xw 221, ms. 
B) “The Xw. (with) which the auditors are to repent their sins”; 
uzlangu âd (M 1 17) “the material to carry out one's craft” or 
alyadturgu sakin& “meditation by which to weaken (bad influences)” 
are instances of relative forms used for gualifying kernels which refer 
to their instrument. bo kisiniy âtözin yumi$ suv (DhaSü 31) 


623 Note that reference to the subject of the sentence is deleted from the two relative 
clauses, where there is zero reference to the indirect object. 
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signifying “the water (with) which this person washed his body”, the 
head suv is the instrument of washing (yu-) and not its subject; the 
person referred to as bo kisi is the subject of the superordinate clause. 


6) The head is often the place where the action or event described by 
the adnominal clause takes place. In inscriptional e/ #ufsuk yer ,the 
place to rule the realm from“ (KT S 4), Manichean bo /ugar ölür 
yertindü yersuv “this world in which one gets bom and dies” (M 126 * 
M 502m $ M 201 guoted in the note to BT V 217) or Buddhist ölüg 
kâmisgülük ... fayfig oron ol (At TI 721) 'It is a bad (?) place, (used) 
for deposing corpses' there is no explicit subject, though one might 
consider the rulers of the Türk empire to be the implicit subject in the 
first example. In ö/rö olormi$ oronintin örü turup ... ,Then he stood up 
from the seat he had been sitting on, and..." (TT VI Ol1l) and kântü 
öznün olorur oronin kötürü turur (BT VU B44) “he keeps lifting the 
seat on which he is himself sitting? there is reference to the subject in 
the possessive suffix added to the head. zrus€ /burxan) ârtöki yerdâ ,at 
the place where Zarathustra stayed* (ManLUigFr p. 401, 10), on the 
other hand, has an explicit nominal subject in the nominative; the 
pronominal reference to this subject is on the verb and not on the head 
(cf. the expression guoted under (3) from Xw 201). /anajnt arxant ... 
ötrö olormi$ orontin turup ... (Ht WI 678) “The arhat Ânanda ... then 
got up from where he had been sitting and...” is very similar to the TT 
Vland BT VII passages just guoted, but shows no anaphoric reference 
to the subject (Ânanda) either on the -m/$ form or on the head, as 
appcars to be usual with local heads. In runiform inscriptions the 
possessive suffix is wholly absent when the reference exists but is 
made superfluous by the context: sanddok yer ,the place where (we) 
routed (them) (SU W7); with a 2" person subject, bardok yerdâ ,in 
the places where (you) went* (KT E24 — BO R20); gâyri yarlikadi, 
yahdimiz ... yadok yolta ymâ ölti kök (Tuü 1 S9) “God ordered (so, 
and) we dispersed (them) ... those whom (we) dispersed died right on 
the road”. 


7) In yanmas yerdâ oztumuz (M Tl nr.16 v3) , We escaped the place of 
no retur” the head is the source of the activity described by the verb, 
the place /rom which no creatures come back. /wgmi$ atamiz (BT XII 
5,7-8) “our real father” literally signifies “the father from whom we 
were born”: The father is the source of the event (unless one wants to 
reduce fathers” task at reproduction to instrumental function). 
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8) Im ozgu kutrulgu yol (Pothi 63) “the way to salvation?, #(â)yri yeriyâ 
bargu ... yol (Pothi 72) the way by which to go to the land of gods” 
and bosungu yol agtingu Satu (M 1l or.l IV v14-15) “he way to 
freedom and the ladder for rising” the head is the way by which one 
reaches a certain destination; this is in Old Turkic generally expressed 
by the eguative. 


9) The head can refer to the time of the event; with perfect participle: 
idok elig ulusug agir basip oronka olormi$ tokuz yegirmin& yilinta 
(DKPAMPb 29-30) “in the 19” year of his having subdued the divine 
nation and countıy (e/ ulus) and of having acceeded the throne.” With 
imperfect participle: yilim yasim adirtlig bilmâz üdtâ (Ht V11 331) “ata 
time when my age was one in which I did not perceive matters clearly”. 
The necessitative -gU and -gU/Xk forms gualify terms referring to 
projected time; e.g. yıla tamturgu künlâr (TT VT 40,112) “the days on 
which one is to light a torch” or amfi maya burxan kutin bulguluk üd 
yagumi$ ârür “Now the time has come near for me to attain 
Buddhahood” or “the time when | should attain Buddhahood is near”. m 
bodisaviniyn taloy ögüz icintâ ingülük ülün& küzâd üdtâ “in the third 
watch, during which the bodhisattva is to descend into the occan” 
(MaitrH XV 6124), the subject appears with the genitive suffix, not 
taken up by any 3” person possessive suffix (the Maitr is one of the 
carliest Buddhist Uygur texts). In the following example in which 
-gUlXk again gualifies öd, reference to the subject is handled in still 
another way: In o/ #inliglar kâlgülük üdintâ “at the time when those 
crcatures were expected to come” (Suv 19,19) the subject is referred to 
both by a nominal phrase in the nominative and by the possessive 
suffix on the head. 


In some of the examples guoted, the “possessive” suffixes added to the 
heads may be cither possessive or agentive. In aydok isâydz “the task 
you told us to carry out”, mâniy kolmis kutum “the blessing for which | 
prayed”, ol finliglar kâlgülük üdintâ “at the time when those creatures 
were expected to come?, oronka olormi$ tokuz yegirmind yilinta “in the 
19 year of his having acceeded the throne” or firilmi$ filtagim (Suv 
5,8) he explanation for my resurrection” reference to the subject is 
effected by possessive suffixes on the head. In könkâ asadokumuz be$ 
tâyri yaroki “the light of the fivefold god which we absorb during the 
day” and zrusc /burxan) ârtöki yer “the place where Zarathustra 
stayed”, on the other hand, the possessive suffix added to the -/Ok 
forms refers back to the subject. Among the modem Turkic languages, 
Turkish and (in the 1“ and 2"İ persons) Azeri as well as Tuvan place an 
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agentive possessive suffix onto the end of the relative form (as in the 
two examples guoted last) while others join it onto the head. Still 
other Turkic languages (among them again Azeri, though only in the 
3" person) express pronominal subjects by independent pronouns only. 


When an adnominal construction has a projection participle as kernel, 
it can express necessity. With -gU: yula tamturgu künlâr (TT VU 
40,112), e.g., is “the days on which one is to light a torch”. Similarly 
with the -sXX£ / -sXg form in sözlümöâsig irindülüg söz “a loathsome 
expression not to be uttered” in Xw 198 or in e/ fufsuk yer “the place to 
govern (from)? in KT S 4. There is no reference to any particular 
subject in these examples; the utterance is mecant to refer to any. The 
attributive clauses of these constructions are relative clauses, 
gualifying time, direct object and place respectively. 


There could possibly be nominal, i.e. verbless left-branching relative 
clauses. One border instance is kunduylar taysilar baslagui fu/lug 
kicig kam(a)g bodun (TT ULI 64) “the whole nation, both big and 
small, (with) princesses and princes as (their) leaders”: The -gUĞdl form 
is not a participle but a deverbal noun, which does, however, govem 
direct objects (sce section 3.113); to translate the relative clause as “led 
by princesses and princes? would therefore be less correct. Still, if the 
nominal clause in adnominal position had had a purely nominal (i.e. 
not deverbal) predicate, the bahuvrihi construction (discussed in 
section 4.122) would have been used instead. The attributes bötkün 
bar and yaran yok in bökün bar yaran yok bâksiz mâyüsüz ât'öz “the 
fickle and transient body which is here today and gone tomorrow” 
(Gedank r12) are like verbless relative clauses in consisting, 
respectively, of the deleted subject â/'öz of temporal adjuncts and of 
the predicates bar “existent” and yok 'non-existent”. 


4.612. Analytical relative clauses 
Post-inscriptional Old Turkic has an additional, right-branching 
relativisation strategy, using the particle kim (rarely kayu). 


1) im most cases the head of the relativisation serves as subject in the 
subordinate clause. In the following Christian instance both relative 
clauses are adjacent to their heads, the first instance preceding the 
direct object: oxsayur sân ... ol ingâkkâ kim iraktin üntâdi öz 
buzagusina kim azip barmi$ ârdi (ChristManManus, Christian ms., T 
12-14) “You resemble that cow which called from afar to her own calf, 
which had gone astray'. The instances o? kim igağdan ünüp y(e)nâ 
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igadag örtâyür ... kisga€ kim kântü ol ok tâmirân etilmi$ ol... tonnun 
biti kim kisinân târisintâ ünüp y(e)nâ kisinân kanin kântü sorar “fire 
which emanates from wood and again burns wood ... tongs, which are 
themselves made of iron ... the louse of clothing which comes out of 
people”s skin and again itself sucks a person's blood” are found in one 
Manich&an source in MI 7-8. Further such &im clauses appear in 
ManUigFrag rl, DreiPrinz 91-2 and lllandMlllnr.71M1r11-12. m 
the following Manich&an sentence (M Tl nr. 6 11r3) both the synthetic 
and the analytical relative clauses appear inside the main clause: o/ 
a$anmi$ a$ kim ol ât özintâ kirür ölür “The caten food which enters 
that body dies?. There is another such instance in M Ill nr. 7 1 v9-10. 
Reference to the antecedent need not get deleted when the relative 
clause is nominal; the postposed o/ here refers back to “place”: alkatmi$ 
yer kim kamag tâyrilârniy bâk katag tâprâmâz kams$amaz ornaglari 
oronlari ol (BT V 188) “the blessed place which is the strong and solid, 
immobile and unshaking abode of all the gods”. 

In the following sentence £ayu “which? is used as relative pronoun, 
the head consisting of a binome of participles used nominally: kim ârdi 
ârki bo bütün yertindü yer suvdaki alku alplarig utmis yegâdmi$ kayu 
bo yavlak sakindlig yâknin pavaninta korkin&siz kirip kâlti (TT X 253) 
“Who might have been the one who overcame all the heroes in this 
world, who fearlessiy entered the bedroom of this evil-thinking 
demon?” The reason for the use of kayu in this sentence may possibiy 
have been the fact that it starts with interrogative kim, and the writer 
felt that the relative particle might have been mistaken for that. 

There is a construction with yok “there isn't” in which the verb 
appears in the conditional form: /imlig oglani yok kim mâniy ögüm 
kanim ... bolmadi ârsâr (MaitrH X 2r1) “(In the whole of Samsâra) 
there are no humans unless they be such as became my mother, father 
.., Le., to put it more simpiy, all human beings became my mother or 
my father (in one of their previous existences). Similarly bo yer üzâ 
nân andag t(â)v kür yâlvi arvis yok kim ol umasar (M VI 5,10) “There is 
no such trick or magic or incantation as he would not be capable of; 
anta adin tinlig yok kim mâniy töpömdâki sadlarig tutgali usar (U W 
A 184-6) “There is no creature other than that one which would be 
capable of getting hold of the hairs on my head”. Another example 
appecars in TT IV A 23-24 and additional ones are guoted further on in 
this section. 

In the following Manicha&an example (M1 17,8), as well as in Suv 
610,17 or 616,3-5, the relative clause is not adjacent to its head but 
follows the complete main clause; this would be impossible with 
participial relativisation: o/ aziy kim tastan aska icgükâ katlap ârür ... 
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icrâki az birlâ katalur, kim erkâkli tisili ât'özintâ ârür “That lust of 
yours, which is mixed with extemal food and drink, ... gets mixed with 
internal lust, which is present in male and female bodies”. Similarly in 
TT V1253, ötrö bo yertindüdâki ulusin balikin etâ berürlâr, kim ayig 
kilindlig ... tünliglarig eyâr basar “Then they (i.e. the rulers, who are in 
fact bodhisattvas) organize their state in this world, which suppresses 
evil-doing and ... persons”, and BT V 175, gâyri kirkinlarin tâyri 
ogulanlarin alkami$ törütmis ol, kim ol örginnin özin tâg ortosin tâg ... 
bolup tururlar “He has created the divine maidens and divine youths, 
who have become as the heart and center ... of that throne”. 

ögi kani antag ögâk sav sözlâyü umagay kim ol ârâny könlin yarotsar 
(M 115,3) “His parents will not be able to say any such considerate 
words as might brighten up that man's soul” is another (Manich&an) 
example where the relative clause is not adjacent to the head. The 
subordinated verb is not an aorist, as in the examples guoted in the 
previous paragraph; it is a conditional form, as in the paragraph before 
that, where the main clause has the element yok: The meaning of the 
main clause is here similar to that, since what is here denoted is the 
absence of “loving words”. This subordinate clause can also be 
understood as consecutive (section 4.637), then to be translated as *... 
words so considerate that they could brighten ...”; the translation in 
Doerfer 1993: 34 is unacceptable. 


2) In the examples discussed under 1) the £im clause is used for subject 
gualification. In the following example, however, the head (âdgü) is 
the indirect object of the relativised verb (£âgmöâ- “not to attain”): fâyri 
âdgü kim tâögmâgülük (HtsPar 14 122) “Through the activity reached by 
the benevolence of Buddha the god of gods, there is no such good as 
one cannot expect to attain.” Note that here, as in the last example 
mentioned, the antecedent is gualified by amfag “such?; unlike that 
instance, however, this subordinate clause cannot be understood as 
having consecutive meaning. Thus also in the following instance, in 
ms. TID2001.18:924 nây antag yer yok kim lusyanta özi tolu yok ârsâr 
“there is no such place that L. himself should be wholly absent (from 
it). In this case the head is the place for which the content of the 
relative clause is said to hold; other examples of yok * relative clauses 
with the -sAr form have already been mentioned. 


624 Ouoted in the n. to TT V A 23. This is an early text, as it has twice kanyutgaru 
where later texts have kayu, twice the -(X)g/7 participle and /7/ is in some cases spelled 
with two dots. 
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In öy sakinin ol ozaki sav yörüglârin kim mân sizlârkâ ayu bertim (M 
MI or.yMl, 1S5,1l,) “Remember and think about those previous 
explanations of matters which I was so nice to tell you” the yörüglâr 
are direct object both of 6- sakin- in the main clause and ay- in the 
relative clause. In ZiemeWind 16-18, another Manich&an source, the 
head also serves as direct object of the verb (#ep okiyurlar) in the 
relative clause: yil sayu ol ay bâlgülüg ârür kim i igalig kamsatigli ... 
yeltirâr ay tep okiyurlar “Every year there appcars that month which 
they call the windy month (lit. “the month in which the wind blows, 
yeltir-), which shakes and ...-es the bushes and trees”. In ZiemeWind 
40-41, the head isig suvug appears in the accusative, the case form 
which it would have if it were part of the relative clause, and not the 
nominative, corresponding to its task in the matrix clause: inda kalti 
isig suvug, kim tumlig suvka katsar, ötrö idiglikâ yarasi sâviglig bolur 
“Just as warm water, which one adds to cold water, becomes agrecable 
to the drinking (person)?.625 A perhaps late note on the reverse of a 
Sogdian ms.“ reads bo bitig ârsâr el körmi$nin bitig ârür kim m(â)n 
kiz un alt(i)lm “As for this text, it is the text of El Körmis which |, K. 
C., have received”; this instance also has the relative clause gualify the 
direct object of the relativised verb. In Çarakhanid bo söz kim sân 
aydin bagirsaklig ol “The words you uttered are compassionate” (OB 
3335) the head is also the direct object while, in bo kün mâ kim âdgü 
atansa kisi “and (mâ) this day (on which) a good person may be 
nominated? (OB 253, again with a conditional) the head has time 
reference. 

The head of the following instance refers to the father of the direct 
object (£iz-tin) in the relative clause: öz kadini yeriyâ tâgdi, kim kayi 
xan kizin âdgü ögli teginkâ kolmis ârti (KP 64,3) “He came to the place 
of his own father-in-law, whose daughter his own father had asked (in 
marriage) for the Good-Wishing Prince”. The exact relationship 
between the two clauses is made clear by the possessive suffix in 
kizin.97 


625 Cf. 1.48 in the same text: ina kalfi tumlig suv, kim isig suvka katsar sogifir “Just as 
cold water which, when one adds it to warm water, cools (it)” (translated rather freely 
by the editor). Alternately, £im may have been introduced in analogy to other sentences 
in the context; without it, the clause signifies “just as, when one adds warm water to 
cold water, it becomes agrecable ...”. 

626 Zieme in a review by Sundermann in BSOAS 40(1977):635, reviewing a text 
collection by McKenzie. Zieme says that the note is late because the second bifig 
appears without possessive suffix; that phenomenon is discussed in section 4.121. 

627 Note that the “daugher” has to precede the “prince's father” in the English 
translation but not in its Uygur counterpart. 
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In anfag bar kim ol tinlig örtkâ örtânmâz (TT V1 114-5) “There is 
such a thing that that creature is not burned by fire”, finally, the main 
clause is an instance of the existential construction. The subordinate 
clause gualifies the pronoun antag “such a one” inasmuch as pronouns 
can get gualified by relative clauses; one could perhaps also consider 
the kim clause to be used in apposition. The similarity of the TT VI 
114-5 sentence with the following two, both from other carly texts, 
may be superficial if I understand it correctly: ... öyiyârü kâlürdilâr. 
ylmâjf antag bar ârti kim alti, ymâ antag bar ârti kim berdi (DreiPrinz 
115-6) “they brought (the presents) before him. There were such that 
he took and such that he gave';“25 ymâ antag bar âdgü ögli ol; antag 
bar nomug taplagli kisilâr (M TI nr. 6 W11) “So there are people who 
are compassionate and there are people who advocate the (true) 
doctrine”. 

By content, sentences like 0 fâyri urisi ... favranu kayutin siyar 
tâyrilâr eligi xormuzta tâyri ârsâr, antin sinar yakin barip ... (UN 29, 
19-21) “that divine boy hurriediy went into the direction in which the 
god Indra, the king of kings was”, described in section 4.65, contain 
relative clauses as well, but they use the correlative strategy. 

Analytical causal (section 4.635) and consecutive (section 4.637) 
clauses also get introduced by &im, and there are cases (e.g. oneinM1I 
28,21) where relative and causal or consecutive interpretations are both 
possible; I take causal and consecutive £im to come from relative kim, 
in that the implicit motive for introducing relative clauses is often that 
they justify the content of the main clause. 

The particle £im, absent from Orkhon Turkic, might come from the 
interrogative-indefinite pronoun kâm, kimni etc., whose nominative has 
the shape kim in Uygur. In the following sentence, both a particle anda 
pronoun reading would be possible, which might show us how the 
word for “who? might have come to be used for this purpose: fün sayu 

. montag sakine kilsar, alku tinliglar bo dyan sakindlig kisig kim 
körsâr, burxanig körmis tâg sâvâr taplayur ayayur agirlayurlar (TT V 
A 113) “If he meditates in this way every night, all creatures, whoever 
sees (or, with kim as relative particle, “all creatures who see”) this 
meditating person, will love, appreciate and honour (him) as if they 
had seen Buddha”. In the first reading the subordinate clause stands in 
apposition; the second reading leads us to a correlative construction of 
the type described in section 4.65. Note that the element £im is not at 
the beginning of the clause it serves, since the object bo dyan sakindlig 


628 There is a king both among the guests and among the hosts, so that an exchange of 
presents would be normal. 
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kisitg precedes it. If this etymology is correct, kim might originally 
have been used exclusively for human antecedents. The idea that the 
particle £im comes from kim “who” gets support from the instance in 
which kayu “which” is used for relativisation (guoted under (1) above 
from TT X), as this is also an interrogative-indeifinite pronoun. Note 
that the scope of English relative which for antecedents is also 
narrower that its scope as interrogative pronoun. 


4.62. Complement clauses 


In Uygur there are different strategies for putting clauses into 
participant tasks of matrix sentences. Most Old Turkic clauses serving 
as nominals in participant tasks are headless relative clauses. We will, 
in what follows, classify headless relative clauses as well as infinitive 
constructions by the case tasks they fill in the matrix sentence, then 
make a sub-classification by the function which they have with respect 
to the subordinated action. Rarely, interrogative-indefinite pronouns 
are used as heads for such clauses or as relative pronouns, resulting in 
(HamTouHou 1,9) “Tell (deferential) me what good deeds he carried 
out. This differs in content from both”*kilmis âdgü kilindin maya 
nomlay “Tell me the good deeds that he carried out” (the structure 
described below in this section) and nâ ödgü kilin& kilmi$ ârsâr (ani) 
maya nomlay “Tell me whatever good deeds he carried out” (the 
correlative construction expressing a generalising type of relativisation, 
section 4.65). The subordinate clause in the Aranemi-jâtaka represents 
the object of ki/- and serves as object of the main clause. In what 
follows the subordinate clause represents the object of sakin- but 
serves as subject of the main clause, i.e. it refers to the objects of the 
thought of the person serving as subject to the main clause: nâ 


..e 


(MaitrH XV 2r4) nâdâ yas serves as object of yasa- and the 
subordinate clause as a whole serves as object in the main clause. More 
commonly, Old Turkic relative pronouns demand the -s4r form 
(section 4.65). Subject and object clauses are the most common types 
of complement clauses, dealt with in sections 4.621 and 4.622 
respectively. Here we will mention a few rarer types, representing an 
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indirect object, an instigator (both in the dative case) and a predicate 
nominal (in the nominative). 

Headless relative clauses serving as indirect objects are put into the 
dative case (of the verb inan- in the following sentence): inanur biz 
kapiginta kün tâyri ornanmiska (Ht VU 1238) “We believe in him at 
whose gate the sun has installed itself. In #âyrili mân nomi mân 
tegmâkâ artizip ... (Xw) “letting oneself get deceived by somebody 
who says “I represent God, Il am a preacher”” /e-gmâ (imperfect 
-(X)gmA participle of /e- “to say”) serves as subject of the subordinate 
clause and, at the same time, as instigator for the superordinated verb 
artiz-. The instigator status, in Old Turkic also signalled by the dative 
case, cannot be eguated cither with subject or with object (sce section 
4.5); it should not be considered an adjunct either, as the instigator isa 
real participator in the event. 

The status of the predicative participle should also be clearly 
distinguished from that of subject: In savi yarligi yorigan bolur 
(Schwitz 17) “He becomes one whose words and orders prevail? there 
is zero reference to the subject, and savi yarligi yorigan is predicative. 
Note that the form yori-gan is accompanicd by its subjects, savti “his 
word” and yarlig*i “his command”, which are linked to the topic by the 
possessive suffixes. 


4.621. Subject clauses 

Headless relative clauses can be subjects cither of verbal sentences or 
of nominal ones. In the first, second, fourth and fifth examples to be 
guoted, e.g., they are subjects of nominal sentences, while they are the 
subjects of verbal sentences in the third and sixth examples. 

The verb form representing the subject of the subordinate clause can 
be the imperfect or the perfect participle; the subject clause is left- 
dislocated in the first example, pushed to final position by the w/* 
form in the second one: bo montag körksüz yatagma nâ törlüg kisi bo 
“This (person) Iying there in such an ugly way, what sort of a person is 
he?” (ManFız l 6); kim ârdi ârki bo bütün yertindü yer suvdaki alku 
alplarig utmis yegâdmis (TT X 253) “Who might have been the one 
who overcame all the heroes in the whole world?” 

Then a few headless relatives whose verb form represents the action 
itself;, first an infinitive: sizni sâvmâkimiz montag ol “This is how we 
love you” (Ht VII 1880). With projection participles: #ön udisikim 
kâlmâdi, küntüz olorsukum kâlmâdi “1 did not feel like sleeping at night 
nor like resting during the day” (Tuü 1 S5); öfüg tilâk bulguluki sarp “It 
is difficult to obtain what one wishes?. With the aorist: bir ymâ ârüri 
yok ârip “nor is there any unity, and ... With perfect participle 
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(transferred to final position by exclamatory interrogative): nâ tusu 


“Of what use will it be (to him) that he looked for and found out a 
suitable day and a suitable hour?” In // ürdöki kus üni ... âstilmâz “No 
barking of dogs and no voice of birds is heard...” (MI nr.32r1) the 
action nominal is the subject of a passive verb. 

The infinite verb forms refer to the direct object of the subordinated 
verb in âfözin alku kayu kilmislarim mandal mudur burxanlarnin isi 
bolzun; tilin alku keyürü sözlüâmislârim ... darni nom padaklari bolzun; 


. 


(TibBud 40-44) “May all and any thing which I did (&//-) with my body 
become mandala, mudrâ and the Buddhas” business; may all 1 speak 
about (sözlâ-) in detail become incantations and verses of teaching; 
may all I think of (sakin- 6-) in my heart become untroubled bright 
pearls?. A further example: sayv(i)rtak temisi sudur vinay abidaram üc 
aglik nomlar tetirlâr (MaitrH Y 265) “The type they call (4e-) samvrti 
is considered to consist of the books of sürra, vinaya, abhidharma and 
tripitaka'; the possessive suffix on femi$i does not refer to the subject 
of /e-939 but to the mention of sayvirtak in the previous sentence. 

Headless relatives referring to objects appear more often to have been 
formed for the purpose of clefting, where they serve as topics: In 
andulayu ârür mânin âsitmisim (TT W105 and u 11 28,3,) “What I have 
heard is as follows” the topic follows the comment; the non-clefted 
sentence would have been *andulayu âsidtim. We also have the -dOk 
form serving as topic, here with a (rhetorical) interrogative pronoun as 
comment: ogri tep tedöküyüz nâgü ol (KP 59,5) “What is that which 
you call a thief?”” Somewhat similar to the first sentence is mân 
kololadokum kamagdâ ârklig yultuz ârmis (Dispute 1 15-9) “What | 
have discovered is that stars turn out to be the mightiest”. mân is added 
for reference to the verb's subject as contrast to the other two persons 
participating in the dispute, here in the nominative as against the 
genitive of the first sentence in this paragraph. The comment is itself a 
full sentence, the object of the verb kolola- (as the text which andulayu 
refers to is the object of â$if- in that sentence). All three sentences are 
nominal, but topic and comment are linked by copulas in the first, by o/ 
in the second and by nothing in the runiform sentence, where the 
comment is itself a sentence. 

The sentence ancama ögmis alkamis törü ârür, kim âsirkânâsiz 
köylin âd tavar busi bermâk (MaitrH 1 12r6) is difficult to analyse 
though its meaning is clear: “What a laudable behaviour it is to give 


©30 That not being referred to, hence left general, is here rendered by “they”. 
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away possessions unselfishly as charity!?. We have kim subordinating a 
non-finite verb form below, in the next paragraph; infinite verb forms 
are also found among the right-branching relative clauses described in 
section 4.612. Both &im clauses appcar to be headless relatives serving 
as topics to the rest of the sentence, as does the headless relative 
introduced by nâ in the previous paragraph. 

Analytical headless relative clauses can also serve clefting. When the 
child bodhisattva Maitreya says that all the alphabets he has been 
presented with are not suitable for the holy scriptures, his bewildered 
father asks (MaitrH XI 15r10): bo munda törlüg bitiglâr uzaklar uzak 
saniya kirmâz ârsârlâr, kayu uZak ârki kim uzak saniya kirgüi “1£ all 
these different sorts of writings and alphabets are not to be considered 
as alphabets, what, then, are the alphabets which do enter into the 
category of alphabets?? The structure of kayu uZak ârki kim uzak 
sanina kirgüci 1s similar to ogri tep tedöküyüz nâgü ol just guoted, in 
that both are nominal sentences with an interrogative pronoun as one 
member and a headless relative clause as the other. 


4.622. Object clauses 

While subject clauses appcar always to have an infinite verbal form as 
kernel, object clauses either have verbs or lack them. We will first deal 
with object clauses without verb, then with ones with verb. 

With verbless object clauses either the subject or the predicate is put 
into the accusative case. The former happens in Maxarit elâg âdgü ögli 
teginig busu$lug körüp ... (KP 4,3) “King M. saw that the well-meaning 
prince was sorrowful, and...” or in the second part of the following 
DLT proverb: yilan kândü âgrisin bilmâz, teve boynin âgri ter “The 
snake does not know how bent it itself is and calls the camel?'s neck 
“bent”.> Alterately, the predicate is in the accusative: yer suv 
ârtimligin, ât'öz ürlüksüzin ukitu ... “explaining that the carth is 
transient and the body fickle”; yer farin ukitdi “He explained that the 
place was (t00) small” (Ht). 

The sentences in the following passage are interesting because we 
know from the context that they are subordinated interrogatives, 
whence the translation with “whether?” and not “that: amranmak 
köyüllârintâ f(...JlArln4 ödrülmislârin övkâ biligsiz köyüllüg 
bolmis$larin, övkâ biligsiz biligdâ öyi ödrülmislârin alku ukar (MaitrH 
XV 5v11-15) “He understands it all: whether they got rid of lechery, 
whether they acguired an angry and ignorant mentality (or) whether 
they got rid of anger and ignorance?. The suffix -/Xge in köyüllüg in the 
second object clause of the following sentence can be translated with 
the verb “to have”: nizvanilag bolmislarin nizvanida öyi arig turug 
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bilgâ köyüllüglârin adira ukar (MaitrH XV 5v17) “He understands 
exactiy whether they have been marred by passion (or) whether they 
have wise pure hearts free from passion”. Being or not being angry and 
ignorant and being or not being passionate are disjunctions (although 
the way they are expressed does not give immediate insight into this 
fact), whereby the reader may have known that these are in fact 
subordinated interrogatives and not statements. However, amranmak 
könüllârintâ ... ödrülmislârin is not part of a disjunction; this is a 
matter we need more evidence for. In all these instances the subjects 
are referred to by possessive suffixes added to the predicate. Ouestions 
can be made objects of verbs of thinking also without incorporation by 
nominalization; in the following sentence the link is the forward 
reference of ani and the guotative element /ep following the unchanged 
guestion: ani bilmâdi, öy/râkif/ âvirgücilâr uZikin yörügin tükâl kiltilar 
mu ârki tep (At Vİ 870-2) “He did not know whether previous 
translators had rendered text and meaning in their completeness”. The 
sentences with /ep guoted below show a bit more incorporation, but see 
the constructions in section 4.7. 

In all the verbless object clauses with predicate in the accusative case 
guoted above, their topics — yer suv, âf'öz and yer — were in the 
nominative. Topics of subordinated accusative predicates can also, 
however, be in the genitive form: yertindünüy ürlüksüzin bilmis ukmi$ 
k(â)rgâk (BTU 915) “One has to have realised that the world is fickle”; 
nomlarniy din kertü tözsüzin tüpsüzin adirtlig bilirlâr (Suv 386,7) 
“They know exactly that dharmas are without a real root or base”. A 
further such instance can be found in TT X 555-559. 


There is a wide array of constructions in use when the object clause is 
verbal. One of these is for the verb of the subordinate clause to be 
made infinite; in a second type, the subordinate verb is left unchanged 
but its subject is put into the accusative. The connection can, thirdiy, 
be left implicit. 


1) Action nominals and infinitives are put into the accusative to serve 
as objects of verbs expressing thought, speech or writing; e.g. /egin 
alkuni taplamadi, tâk taloy ögüzkâ kirmisig tapladi (KP 15,3) “The 
prince didn't like any (of the other ideas presented to him), he only 
liked going out! to the sea”. The reason for using the post-terminal 
-ml$ form may be that the prince is not interested in the journey itself 


631 Kir- for this meaning is a calgue on a Chinese expression, as shown by Hamilton in 
his note. 
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but only in its results. In this sentence, the subject of &ir- is identical 
with the subject of the main verb, /apla-; in the following three 
instances, the two subjects differ. The subject of such subordinated 
verbs is usualIy in the nominative: In bildi öyrâki tüzünlâr bilmâyöküg 
(Ht VMI 1919) “He knew what carlier âryas did not know” the 
subordinate clause is a headless relative. Often the subordinate clause 
refers not to one of the participants but to the action / event as a whole: 
(U109, Magier) “Then king Herod saw that the Magi had returned and 
gone by a differrent road”; bwuy yiyak üstün altin bulganmi$ 
tâlgânmisin ukup “noting that the (world's) four comers as well as 
(its) top and bottom are in confusion and disorder? (MaitrH XV 1r11). 
Note that the -m/$ form of the last two instances also bears a 
possessive suffix to refer to the subject. In the following example, 
however, we find the subject to be in the genitive: edisiniy kâlmisin 
ulgurak bilti (U WI 86,18) “he was sure that his elder brother had 
arrived?. When the subject is in the genitive, the possessive suffix with 
the verb form is, of course, normal. TT X 518-519 has been read as 
saw the perfectly wise divine Buddha carrying out carikramita” 937 In 
the following object clauses the subjects of the subordinated verbs are 
in the accusative case: fâyri xatunlari ymâ kântü bâglâri tâyrilârig 
taymislarin körüp ... (MaitrH XVNachtr 4v29) “The goddesses, in tum, 
saw that their husbands the gods had slipped, and ...; biz üdâgü sizni... 
kurug âtözünyüzni ... idalagali kilinmisiyizifn) körüp (Ht WI 451) “we 
three saw that you had made preparations for pointlessly giving up 
your body, .... Zâyrilârig could, in principle, have been interpreted as a 
genitive, because // is guite often spelled as K, but sizni can only be 
the accusative. 


what sorts of food he ate, ... how many years he lived,...” (MaitrH XV 
2r4) the subject of the object clauses is, again, the same as that of the 
main verb. nâ /örlüg a$ and nâcâ yas are the verbs” objects, nâ and 
nâcâ serving as relative pronouns. nâgü kilmi$iyni sân adra sâğâ yora 
berdin (OB 797) “You explained to me what you did clearly and in 
detail? is very similar, except that nâgü serves as relative pronoun by 


itself. 


632 carikramita is a walking back and forth in meditation, whence the use of yori-. The 


editor thinks the stretch written NYX after burxan is an error for ig, taking this to be an 
accusative form; it must, however, be a genitive, the final nasal turning oral. 
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Subject reference can also be taken care of through possessive 
suffixes appended to -dOk: bo kargantokin, alkantokin, kânrâstökin 
yöntü$stökin bilmâz kisi tâg sögüsdâ oyunda sakanur, kântü inba 
bilmâzlâr “They consider this cursing and guarreling of theirs to be just 
scolding and play, like senseless people, and do not know it for what it 
is” (MI 9,16-18); a letter (UigBrief A5) also has -dOkt as object: 
âsânin Jâld/gün/ ârdökin esidip “hearing that he is well”. In the 
sentence biltimi/z/ ukdumuz özümüzün üzütümüzün üzâ asra yarokda 

. tünârigdâ ârtöki/nj (M TI nr.l IV r9-13) “We have realised and 
understood that our selves and souls are above and below, in light and 
in dark” the subject of the subordinated verb is in the accusative case; 
above we already met object clauses with -71/ which had accusative 
subjects. 

m kölökümün kertgünzünllâr), siziy bâgâdmâkânyiz()n f/..J 
ârklânmâkiniz(i)n bilzünf/lârJ/ (DreiPrinz 65-67) “let them be convinced 
of my having come and know of your rule and authority? the infinitive 
is used in a construction identical with -4Ok* and in parallelism with 
it. That the -dOk* form is factive seems to follow from the context of 
this sentence; so do the -mAk forms, apparentiy, since other instances 
using the infinitive in object clauses also appear to refer to factual 
circumstances: sinmakim(i)z buzulmakim(i)zni tükâtgâli umadimiz , We 
were unable to stop our heartbreaking* (At VII 1916) with affixal 
pronominal reference to the subject and samfso adariniy tavgac xan 
correspondence between Xuanzang and the Chinese emperor* (Ht VII) 
with both affixal and nominal subject reference. 

In the non-factive domain we have -4r for the imperfective, the -sX£, 
-gU, and -gUlXk forms for projective predicates. The following is an 
example with the -4r participle: bo yeti arigsiz yetâilârnin aZuninta 
tugarin körüp “he saw that he (the divine boy) would be born in these 7 
existences of caters of impurities” (U II 32,57). Orkhon Turkic uses 
-sXk as necessitative action nominal: yayilip ölsüküyün ... bunta urtum 
,I set down here (how) you will needs err and die (KT S 10); e&/ 
tutsukuyun bunta urtum “How you should govern people 1 have 
recorded here” (4w/-sukun here representing projected manner). Where 
Orkhon Turkic has -sXk, most of the rest of Old Turkic has -gU: mayiri 
bodisavinin yertüncükâ inip ... burxan kutin bulgusin ... ukar mu siz? 
“Do you... understand that the bodhisativa Maitreya will come down 
to carth and attain Buddhadom?”; Note that nominal subjects can here 
appear cither in the nominative or in the genitive. 
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2) With indirect speech, Old Turkic also has a construction 
corresponding to the Latin “accusative * infinitive': It puts the subject 
of a clause which is to serve as the object of a verb expressing thinking 
or speaking into the accusative case but leaves the subordinate verb 
finite; the subordination is effected by the guoting verb /€-: 
darmaguptaki atlig nomdi ağari baxsimizni kiyilti tep âsidip (At VW 
1915) “(we) heard that our teacher, the master preacher named 
Dharmaguptaka died”; #ürk bodunug ati küsi yok bolmazun teyin (KT E 
26) “saying about the Türk nation that its name and fame should not be 
destroyed?;633 ol finligig ... yanmaksiz âvrilmâksiz ârür tep bilgülük ol 
(U1139,100) “It should be known that there is no turning back for that 
creature”. 

When verbless sentences are incorporated as object clauses, we find 
topic deletion: az /feyin nâ basinalim (Tuü 39) “Why should we, 
thinking that (we are) few, be depressed?”. The direct speech sentence 
corresponding to this content would have been *(biz) az biz “We are 
few'. In section 4.7 we guote a verbless sentence serving as direct 
speech, also with biz as topic, where this topic is not omitted. The 
writer there has, however, added a reference to the topic in accusative 
case outside the specimen of direct speech, as we saw above with 
verbal object sentences. 


In the following instances from an carly text, the object sentence is 
marked as such by simply being placed between the subject and the 
predicate of the main clause; neither its subject nor its predicate are in 
the accusative but the 1“ person which the woman would have used has 
been replaced by the 3'İ person: kayu iğilâr kün tâyri karninta kirür 
tüsâsâr ... kayu isilâr tülintâ ay tâyri graxlar birlâ karninta kirür 
tüsâfsâ)r© ... kayu isilâr tülintâ yigit uri yana minip kfarfninta kirür 
tül tüsâsâr ... (MaitrH X1 3117-25) “If any woman dreams (that) the sun 
is entering her beliy, ... If any woman in her dream dreams (that) the 
moon together with the planets is entering her belly ... If any woman 
dreams a dream (that) a young male elephant is mounting (her) and 
entering her belly ...>. Next consider two object sentences which have 
no mark of subordination at all, which are not classical instances of 
direct speech (g.v. in section 4.7) cither: külümüz bir ikinti birlâ 


633 The parallel text in BO E 20 has the stem form /ürk bodun instead of the 
accusative. Tekin 1968: 127 (and still Tekin 2003: 107) misunderstands the grammar 
here, giving this *Xg form as a (the only!) instance of a variant -ig of the genitive 
suffix. 

634 This could also be an instance of haplology and not necessarily an error. 
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sinalim, biz ikigüdâ kanyusi küdlügrâk biz (Wettkampf 42-44) “Let us 
test our strength with one another (to see) which one among us two is 
the stronger?” has no overt marker of subordination but the guestion 
“Which one of us two is the stronger one?” must be subordinated to the 
proposal made to the addressee for subseguent action. In the following 
passage, finally, the content of the second sentence is the object of 
kördüm in the first: yafrlikandjuli köyül turgurup kördüm, irin 
(yar/l(dg umugsuz inagsiz bo tfinliglar montag âmgâklig fazunJda 
tü$mi$ tururlar (U VI 4,8) “Evoking a compassionate state of mind | 
realised (that) these poor hopeless creatures had fallen into such an 
(existence) of suffering.” 


4.63. Clauses as adjuncts 


Adjunct clauses have tasks which are adverbial to a greater or lesser 
degree: | have classified them as comparative (describing to what the 
events and actions of the main clause can be compared, what they are 
like), as temporal, as local, as causal (expressing why or to what 
purpose events take place), as final (specifying the event aimed at 
when carrying out the content of the main clause) or as consecutive 
(detailing the result of the process described in the main clause). They 
often consist of converbs, sometimes with expansions, in which case 
no semantic-functional classification may apply: Such cases have been 
put into the section “clauses with contextual converbs?: The semantic 
relationship between main clause and converb clause may be 
retrievable from the context or it may remain fuzzy. Some converbs do 
have specific meanings and functions, however, and are dealt with in 
the subsections mentioned above. 

Circumstantial nominal expressions can be called nominal adjunct 
clauses if they have their own topic. Such are közi yümüglüg olorur 
ârti “He used to sit with closed eyes” (Ht VI 2b9) and the third noun 
phrase in özi afanmi$, ögrünlülüg, ati yetiglig kâlir (IxgB LV) “He 
comes a famous and joyful man, his horse being led (for him)”; &öz is 
the object of yüm-, at of yet-, the possessive suffixes of közi and afi 
referring to the subjects of the sentences. 

Adjunct clauses can also consist of verbal nominals appearing in the 
dative, locative, ablative, directive, instrumental or eguative cases or 
getting govered by various postpositions. If adjunct clauses are based 
on nominal verb forms, the functions of these are sometimes not 
different from any other nominal used in the case or with the 
postposition in guestion: Their tasks can then be inferred from what 
their case form or the postposition goveming them does when 
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connected with a noun phrase; thus e.g. the *d/n form and the üzâ 
phrase in the following example: bo ülüstü Samtso adari ... oonanka 
Xuanzang going ... to C. and ends with his dying”.635 Such sentence 
parts are not dealt with below, as they are in fact instances of adjunct 
phrases rather than adjunct clauses. A number of instances for 
-mAkHLA are, e.g., guoted in Schulz 1978; 52-54 with, respectively, 
temporal, instrumental or final meanings; none of these meanings are 
explicit in any of the instances guoted, however, and some of them are 
outright misinterpretations: The meaning of all of them can be summed 
up as “locative of the infinitive?. Then take bulmayokka övkâlâp kakip 
tagka ünüp kükrâdi âtnâdi (At IV 538-9) “He (the lion) got angry and 
cross at not having found them, went up the mountain, roared and 
made noises': The suffix combination -m4-yOk*k4 forms causal 
clauses (as discussed below). The clause around bulmayokka could 
here have a causal meaning; it could, however, also be the case that the 
dative is govemed by övkâlâ- (to be angry af something?) and that 
bulmayok here serves as perfect participle referring to the action: 
bulmayokka could, in other words, be not a causal clause but the 
indirect object of a verb in the main clause. Similarly the form 
-mAyOkkA in Silabadri adari idmayokiya ayi kodi öpkâsi kâlip ... (HW 
287) has been stated to give a temporal meaning as in “He (i.e. king 
Kumâra) got exceedingiy furious when master Silabhadra did not send 
him (i.e. Xuandzang) off” but in fact we might as well understand 
“getting furious af master S.s not sending him off” with the dative 
govemed by the verb phrase itself, The percentage of such unclear 
instances 1s guite high; this is not a coincidence but is linked to the 
origin of compounded adjunct clause suffixes, whose meaning did 
originally consist of the sum of the meanings of their parts. 

Another common uncertainty concerns the meaning actually to be 
assigned to adjunct clauses: ol udöi kâlmâyökkâ âvintâki kisilâr istâyü 
... (Ht IV 82-84), e.g., can be translated either as “When that shepherd 
did't arrive, his household looked for him...” or “As that shepherd 
didmt arrive, his household looked for him ...'; one has to have 
enough uneguivocal examples before one decides whether a certain 
clause form has one or more than one central meaning. If one 
determines a central meaning for a construction, then different ones 
can be understood as contextual variants: köyü közâdü adinur agrinur 
ârkân ... amrakta adrilmak ağig ömgâkkâ tâginürlür (Maitr 198v1-6) 


635 Note that the subjects of the -m$ forms here used as action nominals are not 
referred to by possessive suffixes. 
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“While / Although they guard and take care of them ... they undergo 
the bitter suffering of getting separated from their dear ones” was, e.g,, 
by Schulz 1978: 97 stated to have concessive meaning. This reminds us 
that “while” clauses can also get concessive meaning in English. For a 
special function of aorist * ârkân to be worked out, however, it has to 
be determined whether this instance is not in this context merely used 
for an ad hoc rhetorical effect. -Ur ârkân is here dealt with in section 
4.633 on temporal clauses. The normal way for rendering concessive 
content is the form -sAr, especially when followed by the particle ymâ 
(section 4.64). Concessive connotations for the sentence guoted should 
not, however, be excluded. 

In the subsections 4.632-4.637, adjunct clauses are classified by 
function and meaning and not by form; 4.631 is, however, about 
semantically fuzzy converbs. 


4.631. Clauses with contextual converbs 

Contextual converbs are formed with the suffixes -(X)p, -(O)pAn and 
the very rare -(X)pAnXn, the vowel converb with the allomorphs -4, -7, 
-U and -yU and the negative counterparts of all of these: -m74// (only 
Orkhon Turkic and very rare), -m4/n and perhaps -mAksXzin. The 
term “contextual converb? was chosen because the hearer / reader is 
helped by the context to understand the semantic relationship between 
the clauses featuring these verb forms and the main clauses to be a 
causal, a circumstantial or e.g. an adversative one or one of mere 
coupling. For the temporal use of these converbs see also p.471 below. 


Real vowel converbs, i.e. such that are formed from the verbal stem by 
the speaker ad hoc at the time of utterance or writing (unlike 
lexicalisations and the like, for which see section 3.286), can show 
close juncture with one of a set of less lexical verbs or auxiliaries and 
form with them complex predicates (section 3.25) or they can be guite 
independent from the syntactic point of view. 

sürâ ünti (KP 64,7) describes the shepherd's driving his herd out of 
the city gates; in this case converb and main action are simultaneous. 
In the following sentence (in Ht VI 69) the converb /wfa is separated 
from the main verb by adverbs but still describes the same action as 
that referred to by the superordinated verb, “to write”: bo üc adarilar ... 
âsidmis nomlfajrin tuta öyin öyin bitip key yörüg kiltilar “These three 
teachers pinned down the teachings which (they) heard (from 
Xuanzang), writing (them) down one by one, and interpreted them 
elaborately?. The fixation of Xuanzang's teachings by his disciples is 
here described in its different aspects; pinning them down, which | 
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have used for rendering the verb /w/-, is certainly no lesser ingredient 
than the physical writing (bifi-). In the following two instances as in 
the last mentioned one, converb and superordinate verb are not even 
adjacent: kilig feginig tilâyü taki tapismaz ârmi$ “They had been 
looking for (4i/â-) the little prince but had not yet found him'; kollarin 
örö kötürü ulug ünin iglayu maytri burxan tapa adakinta töpön 
tüsârlâr “lifting up (6örö kötür-) their arms, crying (/g/a-) in a loud 
voice, they fall down head downwards at Buddha Maitreya's feet, 
facing him? (describing accompanying behaviour). 

The inscriptional sentence karlok yavlak sakinip tâzâ bardi “The K. 
had evil thoughts and fled away? shows the typical difference between 
-(X)p and the vowel converb: Often, the former denotes an action by 
itself, the latter only one aspect of what is described by the finite verb. 
Longer seguences are also common; here an Orkhon Turkic series of 
four verbs, three of them with a conjoined vowel converb: akin binip 
oplayu tâgip sanda idip topulu ünti (KC ET) “He mounted (bin-) his 
white horse, attacked (/4ig-) head on (oplayu), routed (sanc-, them) ina 
whirlwind (id-), pierced (their rows, /opul-) and emerged (ün-, on the 
other side)?.939 In Uygur: bodisavt tegin bo ulus bodun ayig kilindlar 
“The bodhisattva prince saw that this nation was committing sins, he 
became very sad and entered the city crying” (KP 3-4). 

No doubt because of such instances, Gabain 1974: 123 states that the 
most important difference between the vowel converb and the -(X)p 
converb is that the former expresses “ein Mittel, eine Gleichzeitigkeit”, 
the latter, on the other hand, “ein zeitliches Vorhergehen”. Above we 
had guoted the clauses kollarin örö kötürü ... iglayu ...; practically the 
same appears with -(X/)p in nâdâdâ temin öglânip ötrö âliglârin örö 
kötürüp ulug ünin ulidilar (Suv 619,18-20) “At some stage a short 
while after that they regained their senses, then raised their hands and 
wailed loudly?. Such converbs are semantically unspecific; the 
sentence Just lists the three actions. The reader presumably understands 
that the raising of hands is a gesture accompanying the crying and 
wailing, thus expressing simultaneity and manner (against Gabain's 
statement conceming -(X)p). Whether readers expect that all this can 
accompany the coming back to one's senses or whether they think that 
lifting one's arms or wailing can take place only after one is in full 
consciousness can differ from reader to reader depending on their 
experience in life and is not expressed by the text itself. The clause 
karmaputug sip (suy kiltimiz ârsâr (TT IW A67) “If we have broken the 


636 Ouoted in Johanson 1992: 202 (approximate translation). 
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precept and have sinned”, guoted in Gabain 1974: 120 as one of the 
examples for the view that the event referred to by the -(X)p clause 
precedes the other one, in fact proves exactly the opposite, as breaking 
precepts does not precede sinning but is simultaneous with it. There is, 
of course, logical seguencing in the observer?'s mind, in the sense that a 
breach of precepts is more directiy observable, a label of sinning being 
attached to the act by the cultural system. Similarly two parallel -(X)p 
clauses can refer to an act of saying and to its content: agililarka ayip 
üküs altun bertürüp (Ht W 603) can be translated cither as “he talked 
to the treasurers and had them give (him) a lot of guilders ...” or “he 
told the treasurers to give (him) a lot of guilders ...”; the latter may be 
preferable if on remembers that ay- is “to say” and not *to speak”. What 
is clear is that the verb forms ayip and bertürüp differ in denotation but 
not in reference, referring to the same event. Some similar instances 
with ay- are mentioned in OTWF 803 under ertür- andUW 287b under 
ay-, $ld. There is, however, a statement which probably can be made 
concermning anteriority and posteriority in this connection: In a chain of 
-(X)p forms, a subseguent instance, one to the right of another -(X)p 
form in Latin script, is unlikely to temporally precede the content of 
the first-uttered or first-written -(Xp form. Rather than being a 
grammatical rule, this is a conseguence of the iconic principle: Where 
grammar does not determine the order of elements, the speaker is likely 
to let his enumeration follow in a manner mimicking reality: Instances 
such as ofguz/ bodun tokuz tatar birlâ terilip kâlti (BO E34) “The 
Oguz people got together (£eri/-) with the Tokuz Tatar and came 
(against us)”, ol savig âsidip tün udisikim kâlmâdi, küntüz olorsukum 
kâlmâdi (Tut 12) “Upon hearing ($id-) that information I no longer 
felt like sleeping at night or sitting down during the day” or ol /a$ig 
kötürüp ol kudug icintâ kâmistilâr (U 1 8,9-10, Christian) “They lifted 
(kötür-) that stone and threw it into the well? show the anteriority of 
the event recounted in the -(X/p clause; further such examples are 
guoted in Schulz 1978: 139. Instances such as indip ârdâmin baturup 
bo yertindü yer suvda kamag tinliglar ara yoriyur ârtilâr (TT V1352- 
3) “They used to live on this earth among all creatures, hiding their 
virtues? are, on the other hand, to be interpreted in such a way that 
main and -(X)p verb refer to simultaneous events; further examples are 
guoted in Schulz Ş$162 (pp.139-140). sinidin ketip nâcük ugay mân (U 
TI 48,11) can best be translated as “How will I manage ifl leave you”, 
but “when 1 leave yow is also a possibility. “Leaving? clearly has to 
precede here, as the guestion of “managing? arises only as a result of 
that. 
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Vowel converbs which are syntactically independent do not differ 
from other converbs in getting their own objects, in not being adjacent 
to the superordinated verb and in referring to events which are often 
not simultaneous with the main event: In a runiform inscription (SU 
F4), e.g,, the first verb (kâc-) in the sentence bân sâlâydâ kâdâ udu 
yoridim “1 crossed over the Selenga and marched after (them)'©37 has 
its own object and probabiy refers to an event preceding the main 
event. The content of the vowel converb and that of the superordinated 
verb can well refer to differing activities, events or processes, as in aöa 
suvsamak “to be hungry and thirsty? (U ILI 37) with the verbs ad- *to 
be hungry” and suvsa- “to be thirsty?; morphosyntactic subordination is 
here coupled with semantic and pragmatic coordination. 

Some independent vowel converbs describe the means or the way by 
which the main action is accomplished: bir kemi siyokin tuta üntüm “1 
got out holding on to a piece of the ship(wreck)” (KP 54,6). The getting 
hold of the piece of wood or even the holding on to it (both of which 
are denoted by /4/-) certainly preceded the getting out (ün-) of the sca 
or out of danger, led to the latter and made it possible. Note that 
“means” is not among the contents dealt with in sections 4.632-7. In the 
following sentences the vowel converbs also refer to the means 
necessary for the main action to take place (for which Turkish often 
uses -(Y)ArAk): bo ... tinliglar birök burxan körkin körü kurtulgu ârsâr 
(UN 17,26) “If, however, these creatures are to be saved by secing an 
appcarance of Buddha, ...; #imliglarig ütlâyü âriglâyü alp kutgarguluk 
ücün anin tâyri tâyrisi burxan ... finlignin köyülin yavalturup /...J özkâ 
idgârürlâr (DKPAMPb 113-4) “Since it is difficult to save the 
creatures by giving them advice and admonishment (44â- âriglâ-), that 
is why Buddha, the god of gods, softens creatures” hearts ... and 
welcomes them?.638 

It even happens (rarely) that the subject of a vowel converb and of 
the main verb are different, if the former is not of an agentive nature; 
in the following sentence it is the tip of the sun: yarin tayda kün burni 
fuga bo... tinlig ... darin idalagay (MaitrH XII 1r12) “Tomorrow at 
sunrise, when the tip of the sun appcars, this ... creature will give up its 
... bum; cf. the similar use of /ay ata kâli “at sunrise” in MaitrH XV 


637 Ouoted by Schulz 1978: 157. The sentence there guoted after this one is 
misunderstood by him and contains no vowel converb. 

63 In one case the suffix -mAk/yA is also used with instrumental meaning (mentioned 
in section 4.633 because other -mAk4/y4 clauses have temporal meaning). This may be 
the meaning of some -mAk üzâ phrases as well. We have not devoted a subsection of 
section 4.63 to this content, as most clauses with such meaning are constructed around 
contextual converbs. 
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10r11.59 Note that both subjects are in the nominative case. In the 
other extreme we have cases such as âvrilâ âvrilmâgü tâg otgurak sav 
(MaitrH XIII 8r9), which appears to signify “resolute words which are 
both interpretable and uninterpretable'; here the -4 suffix would 
merely signify that the suffix -gU is meant to apply for the positive 
base as well.*0 


Two guestions have been intensively discussed concerning the -(X)p 
converb, especially in Schulz 1978: 128-147 and in several 
publications by Johanson, e.g. Johanson 1995; One is its aspectual and 
taxis value, the other is the guestion whether it represents coordination 
or subordination. We have already stated that -(X)p is unmarked as to 
its taxis and aspect values.6*! The second guestion depends on how one 
defines coordination and subordination. Conceming content, -(X)p 
clauses may be subordinated, meaning that they describe the activity 
referred to in the superordinated verb or verb phrase or verb phrase * 
dependencies, or they may be coordinated, especially when the -(X)p 
phrase itself refers to an independent event appearing in a chain of 
eguivalent events. In Sanskrit or Mongolian one gets tales consisting of 
a long chain of converb clauses, often with alternating subjects, with 
one single finite verb at the end of the tale. Such unlimited 
coordination of -(Xp clauses is not guite possible in Old Turkic, as 
their subjects normally have to be identical with those of the verb to 
which they are subordinated; with this limitation (adhered to ncarly 
fully), -(X)p expressions are very well capable of reflecting chains of 
coordinated events. Formally, however, such converbs clearly are 
subordinated, as they share most of their grammatical categories with 
some other, superordinated verb and inherit them from it; the only 
categories expressed by -(XW/p forms themselves are diathesis and 
negation. 

In sözlâgâlir ârkân bo yükündüg sözlâp bo darnig sözlâzünlâr (Suv 
129,21-22) “When they are about to recite it (i.e. the spell), let them 


639 Turkish geç-e and kal-a in beşi on geçe “ten past five” and beşe on kala “ten to 
five” are also petrified converbs having their own subject (saa? “watch, clock; hour”). 

640 The normal converb vowel of -(4)/- verbs is /U/ and not /A/. This might therefore 
actually be a scribe's error (intending to write the next word and stopping after he 
wrongly wrote an a/ef). The phenomenon for which this is taken to be an example is 
rare at best. 

641 The construction consisting of nâ with -()p converb, sometimes followed by the 
particle Ok, refers to events immediately preceding the main action; it is discussed in 
section 4.633 above, among the temporal clauses. This is a distinct construction Which 
has no bearing on our view of the functions of -(X)p. 


SYNTAX 463 


(first) recite this blessing and (then) this spell” it is clear from the 
meaning of -g4//r as “about to be doing something” on the one hand, 
from the iconic order of the -(X)p form preceding the main verb on the 
other hand, that the recitation of the blessing, expressed by the -(X)p 
verb, is to precede the recitation of the spell. The semantic relationship 
between the -(X)p clause and the main clause can also be made explicit 
by particles. In a sentence from Ht V discussed in Zieme 1992a: 352 
and on p.5 of Röhrbor's edition of At VII, e.g., the relationship is 
adversative, as inip yana expresses this meaning: öz uZiklari ymâ 
ânâtkâkbâsig ök ârip indlipl yana anbakya tâgsilür “Their own 
alphabet is just like the Indian (one but it) still differs (from that) a 
little bit.” The meaning “but” should not be assigned to the converb, 
which does not exclude it but does not support it cither. 

When the main verb is negated, the scope of the negation does not 
(like e.g. Khakas but unlike e.g. Turkish) usually include -(X)p 
converbs linked to it. There is such a sentence in KT K27; here is 
another one: kamag kamlar terlâp nân tirgürmâgây (M 1 15,8-9) “All 
the magicians will come together (but) will be guite unable to bring 
him back to life. Further examples are guoted in Schulz 1978: 128- 
129. In the following sentence the scope of the negation does include 
an -(X)pAn converb (which had been thought to be more independent 
than the -(X)p converb); the reason may be that /e-p and /e-pân are 
guotation particles rather than converbs: kertü ârklig küdlüg tfâyri 
tepân kertkünmâdimiz ârsâr (Xw 56) “If we did not believe in the true, 
mighty and strong god, ...”. 

Subjects of -(X)p converbs are normally identical to those of the 
superordinated verb. In the following example, the subject (hair roots) 
is different, but is still inalienably linked to the main subject and bears 
a possessive suffix referring back to that subject: o/ fâyri urisi ol ünug 
â$sidip korkup ürküp bâlinlâp tü tüplâri yokaru turup ... (UN 29, 17- 
18) “that divine son heard that voice, got frightened and panicked, his 
hair roots stood up upright and ..” Similarly with &£öyül “heart”, 
agazimtaki tataglar “the tastes in my mouth” and köz “eye” in the 
following examples: bo körünc körüp köyülün yaziltli/ mu? (Ms. Mz 
708 r 29-30 guoted in V4Jb 16:295) “Did your heart stray secing this 
pagcant””; agazimtaki tataglar barda yitlinip artokrak aig bolup kün 
tâyri yaroki közümtâ ariti közünmâz (UM1 37,30-33) “The tastes in my 
mouth have all disappeared and have become exceedingiy bitter and no 
sunlight appears to my eyes any more”: fü tüplâri, köyül and köz are all 
inalienabiy linked to the main subject; “the sun? is not but *secing” is. 
In the following example the converb and the main verb have objects 
in common, one being an inalienable part of the other (though not 
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marked with possessive suffix): muni iki köz tâglârip sandayin (KP 
57,5) “Let me blind this person (muni), stabbing out both his eyes 
(köz); both predicates, stabbing and blinding, apply to both the person 
and his eyes. Note that the converb clause is introduced inside the main 
clause. ig, the subject in the following sentence, also has no possessive 
suffix: ömti karidi iglâdi ig tâgip montag körksüz bolup yatur “Now he 
has grown old and fallen 111, illness has befallen (him), having become 
ugly he lies there as you see him” (ChristManManus, Manich&an ms. r 
12); “illness”, of course, is inalienable as it does not exist without its 
victims. 

Another group of -(X)p verbs which have their own subject are those 
referring to weather and other environmental features, as in buluy 
yiyak kararip körgâli bilgâli bolmadi (Suv 630,20-21) “The corners (of 
the world) got dark and it became impossible to see or recognise 
anything”. 

oza (kâflmis süsin köl tegin agitip toyra bir ugu$ alpagut ârig toya 
tegin yoginta âgirip ölürtümüz (KT NT) “Köl Tegin roused his army, 
which had come in flight, we encircled a group of Toyra knights at the 
funeral ceremony of prince Toya and killed (them) is interesting; 
There is referential — though not grammatical — identity between Köl 
Tegin with his army (süsi) and “us”, the party which the author of the 
inscription identifies as his own, throughout the text.927 agi barim in 
KP 7.5 is not inalienable: köniyâ ayina munculayu berip agliktaki agi 
barim azkina kalti “He gave (alms away) in this way day by day and 
month by month and (of) the riches in the storehouse there remained 
Just a little amount”. Riches are, of course, low on the agentivity scale. 
The connection between “giving out” (ber- with “riches” as implicit 
object) and the paucity of the remaining riches (agi barim) is that the 
implicit object of the subordinated verb is the subject of the main one. 
The following sentence, finally, is the only real exception I have come 
across; the -(X)p verb yarlika- has a wholly different subject from the 
main verb and the two subjects are fully agentive: #öyri burxan bo nom 


642 The conjecture for the lacuna and the reading in general are supported by a similar 
passage in BO E 31; see footn. 59 above for the reading a/pagut. Johanson 1992: 205 
misguotes and misinterprets the sentence (fegin is fully visible; agir- is spelled with t' 
and not d' and does not signify “schlug in die Flucht”). The subject of âgir- must 
clearly be plural (and not Köl Tegin by himself) as a single person cannot encircle 
anybody. A sentence from ChrManMsFr ManFr v 9, which Johanson there guotes from 
Schulz 1978 as a further example, does not, in fact, show subject difference between 
-(Op clauses and their superordinated clause: The two converb clauses are there 
dependant on a temporal clause ending in -sAr; it is normal for that to have a subject 
differing from the main subject. 
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yarlig yarlikap kamag kalin kuvrag ... ârtinü ögründülüg sâvindlig 
bolu tâginip köyüllüri köküzlâri bilgâ biliglâri yarodi yasudi (TT VT 
456-458) “The god Buddha preached this teaching, (then) the whole 
numerous community ... became exceedingiy joyful and their hearts, 
breasts and wisdom shone brightly?. The scribes of two among the nine 
mss. extant for this passage wrote yarlikadokta “when he preached? 
instead of yarlikap, apparently finding the latter verb unacceptable in 
this passage. 


Among the few examples of -m4// clauses appearing in the runiform 
inscriptions, the following do not refer to distinct actions of their own 
but rather to negative reformulations of what is stated in the main 
clause: sâkiz oguz (okuz tatar kalmati“$ kâlti (SU E3) “the eight Oguz 
(tribes) and the nine Tatar (tribes) did not stay away (kalmati) but 
came”; fün udimati küntüz olormati ... esig kücüg bertim ök (Tuü 52) 
“Not sleeping by night and not resting by day I really gave my services 
(to the ruler). The mest likely translation of bunla esig küdüg 
bertökgârü sakinmati türk bodun ölürâyin urugsiratayin ter ârmi$ (KT 
E10) is similar: “They (i.e. the Chinese) used to say “Let us kill and 
exterminate the Turk nation”, not taking into consideration (sakinmati) 
that (we i.e. the Turks) gave (them i.e. the Chinese) so much 
service”.““ The meaning of Orkhon Turkic -m4A//n appears to have 
been more of the preparative type (like Turkish -(W)4ArAk): igidmis 
xaganiyin savin almatin yer sayu bardig (KT S9) “Not taking (almatin) 
the advice of your ruler, who nourished you, you went everywhere”. 
The Turks?” migrations appcar to have been perceived as the resulf of 
their intransigence towards their king. 

In Uygur, negative converb clauses with contextually determined 
functions are construed around -m4Af/n: tuymatin tuzakka ilinmis (IrgB 


643 If this were the past tense form it would have been spelled with di, presumabiy 
implying (6); köfi is spelled with t' because the alveolar is there preceded by /1; see 
section 2.409. 

644 The subject of both sakinmati and ter ârmi$ is the Chinese. Gabain 1974: 124-5, 
180 translates the sentence as “weil sie so viel Arbeit und Kraft nicht widmen wollten, 
sagte er: “Ich will ...” and adds: Hier liegt keine zeitliche, sondern eine logische, 
ursâchliche Aufeinanderfolge vor und dazu cin Subjektwechsel.” Schulz 1978: 179 
corrects this: “Gemeint ist: “weil sie (die Türken) aber nicht daran dachten, ihre 
Arbeitskraft (den Chinesen) zur Verfügung zu stellen, sagte er ...””. This is an unlikely 
way to understand the sentence, as Orkhon Turkic had the -4Ok*t/n üdün construction 
for forming causal clauses (see section 4.635) and there is no indication that -m4// 
could be used in this way. Nor do the instances for -m4n support Gabain's 
interpretation, as the subjects of this form are also either identical with that of the main 
verb or linked to it in some metonymous way. 
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LXI) “he was inadvertently caught in a snare? or “as he did not notice 
((uy-) anything, he ...”. In the following instance the converb form is 
guite independent both by content and syntax: &iz yalgan tep 
kertgünmüâtin teginkâ inda tep tedi (KPFragmA 12-13) “The girl didn't 
believe (kertgün-, him), thinking (it was) a lie, and spoke to the prince 
as follows:?; o/ ömgâkig sârü umadin ögsüz bolurlar (Höllen 121-122) 
“Being unable to bear that suffering they lose consciousness.” Schulz 
1978: 174 lists these two (and a lot more) as instances of -m4f/n with 
causal “function”. The sentences can, indeed, be translated with causal 
meaning for the converb form, but they can also be translated the way I 
did; it was the author's choice not to make any such meaning explicit 
and we cannot do it in his stead. There is, of course, an implicit causal 
meaning here. In yanmi$ta oglanlarimni bulmatin yalayuz âlvirgü tâg 
bolur mân (BT XNI 2,47) “If Ido not find my children when I come 
back, all alone I would get insane? the meaning of the -m4//n form is 
outright conditional, since the sentence refers to a mere possibility. 

It does not happen very often that the subjects of -m4Af/n forms differ 
from the main subjects and when they do differ the two nominal 
phrases are generally linked with the possessive suffix. We have, e.g,, 
agisi barimi ... âmgânmâtin ükün kirür (TT VI 101-102) “His wealth 
comes in heaps without him ... working for it”. “wealth” is, of course, 
an entity which is very low on the agentivity scale; the growth of 
wealth is a process in which the owner of that wealth is certainly the 
central personality, whether he is an active agent in this process or 
whether (as described in the sentence guoted) he is inactive. The 
possessed is here the subject of the main clause. The same is true in the 
following examples: ikilâyü tamuda tüsmâtin alku ayig kilindlig 
tidiglari barda sizip ölüp ... (BT 1 374-377) “they will not again fall 
into hell and all their hindrances (consisting of) sins will (instead) all 
melt away and die down”. In the next example the relational entity (4/ 
kü bulun& alin& “fame and income?”) does not bear any possessive 
suffix: yerfinlüg asigig tilâmâtin ât kü bulund alin& özin ök kâlip 
kamagka ayaguluk diltâgülük bolgaylar (Suv 195,19-22) “Not striving 
(ilâ-mâtin) for material matters or for profit, fame and income will 
come (kâ/-) to them by themselves, and they will be honoured by all”. 
Here, finally, is an example in which the possessed inalienable entity 
(ün “voice”) is the subject of the negative subordinate clause: #ilâdilâr 
teginig yiglayu sigtayu busanu, ünlâri idi sönmâdin (Suv 637,5-7) 
“Crying, wailing and sad they searched for the prince, their voices not 


645 Above we found that the same binome agi barim happens also to be the object of 
an -(X)p converb where the main verb has a different subject. 
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dying down even for a moment”. Numerous further Uygur examples for 
-mAtln are guoted in Schulz 1978: 171-177: In none of those instances 
does the -m4//n form have its own fully agentive and personalized 
subject. 


The suffix seguence -mAk*sX2*Xn, with the instrumental of the 
privative suffix, forms another contextual converb. The subject of this 
form is normally identical with that of the main clause, and it never 
makes use of a possessive suffix to refer to it: ilinmâksizin dyan 
olorguluk ol (ETŞ 8,15) “One must sit in meditation without attaching 
oneself to anything”, fönlü küntüz armaksizin sönmüâksizin bi$runup ... 
(Suv 211,5-6) “exercising day and night, without getting tired and 
without flagging', #nmaksizin sönmâksizin katiglanu ... (BT 389- 
390) “striving without resting and without flagging' are some 
examples. Additional examples appear in Suv 235,10 (yermâksizin 
yalkmaksizin), 367,19 and 61 and BT ID160. The -mAksXz formation is 
dealt with in OTWF 396-400; it is verblike in freely governing noun 
phrases. In one instance guoted there, two -mAksXz forms have one 
instrumental suffix in common, as azlanmaksiz âsirkânmâksizin 
(ShöAgon 3, p.207,10) “greedlessly and ungrudgingiy?. This instance 
shows that -mAksXzXn cannot be a replacement of -m4Af/n, as the three 
elements going into the seguence do not appcar to have fused. 
-mAksXzXn was in use in relatively late texts only. 


4.632. Comparative clauses 

The clauses described here introduce states of affair which the writer 
presents as being similar to the situation referred to in the main clause. 
We first deal with morphological constructions used for this purpose, 
then turn to cases where this content is expressed by a non-finite verb 
form governed by a postposition, then to clauses where such content is 
introduced by a conjunction and finally mention an instance with what 
seems to be a relative pronoun. 

The eguative suffix is very often added to the aorist in Manich&an 
texts; andulayu amrar ârti sizni tüzügü, anasin bfalasi/6©© oglani 
sâvârdâ (Pothi 98-99) “they all loved you as children love their mother? 
has the same content of manner comparison as shown by nouns 
withsc4. This construction with the aorist is found already in Orkhon 
Turkic, e.g. üzâ 1/...J kövürgâsi âtârdüâ (BO W 3-4) “as when the 


646 The editors Bang & Gabain and Clark propose b/abasin/ but baba “father” is not 
attested in Old Turkic; I take the nominative bala to be parallel to oglan. The author 
may have thought less of the psychological status of fathers than the editors did. 
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drum“#7 of... resounds above“. In a relatively late Buddhist text we find 
talim kara ku$ garudi taloy otrasinta öaparda (BT Ul 1000) “as the 
rapacious cagle Garuda beats his wings in the middle of the ocean”; a 
further example is attested in BT II 993-4. 

Comparative clauses are often introduced by kali, e.g. kalti... yarok 
ay tâyri ya$Suyu bâlgürâ yarlikarda (M Tl nr. 15 v13-14) “as e.g. the 
bright moon graciously appears shining'; kali elig ogli teginig 
av(i)rtalar âligintâ igidürdâ (M 1 nr. 711 4-6) “as e.g. a king nurtures 
his son the prince through nannies” or, in a slightly different 
construction, inda kalti âr kim yel küdinâ tolkukug ürârcâ (Windgott 
22-24) “as e.g. a man who blows a bellows by the power of the wind”. 
In Buddhist texts, kalfi burxanlarig tapinur udunurda (TT V1 145) “as 
when they e.g. worship the Buddhas” or kalti lenxwa sayu tütün tütârdâ 
(KP 38,5) “as if, e.g., smoke rose from cach lotus”. Numerous 
Manich&an examples with and without kafi are listed in Zieme 1969: 
120-121. Zieme also mentions a few Buddhist instances in a note; cf. 
further Schulz 1978: 86. 

Whereas -4rdc4 compares manner, Uygur instances of -m/sĞ4 
compare degree and guantity: may man sayu adaklarin irklâmistâ bo 
közünür aZundaki kuti kivi asilur (Suv 419,11-13) “The more he treads 
step by step with his feet, the more his happiness in this visible world 
grows”. Further examples are guoted in Schulz 1978: 87-89. küdi 
yetmis$dâ “as best he can” and similar expressions for other persons are 
attested in Suv 387,23-388,2, TT VA 67-68, BT VA 435-447 andU 
TI 71,52-6). -rmJ$GA (and -gUĞA) forms are also found in adnominal use 
and express number, degree or guantity; see section 4.124. 

In the proverb fönlü bulüt örtânsâ âvlük uri kâldürmiscâ bolur, tanda 
bulit örtânsâ âvkâ yagi kirmisdâ bolur “When the clouds redden at 
night it is as though one's wife gave birth to a male son; when they 
bum in the dawn it is as though an enemy entered the house” (DLT 
fol.131) the form appears to be related neither to degree or guantity nor 
to postterminality; the meaning is possibly related to the reportive use 
of -ml$, as this is a proverb about omens. 

In the examples guoted, -€4 was joined to a participle with explicit 
subject. We also find a construction with verbal nominals referring to 
putative situations: biz su körmisdâkicâ âs(â)n tükâl turur biz (UigBrief 
C6) “We are well as when one has seen happiness'; atalari ölmistâkidâ 


647 This translation is tentative: “drum” is kövrüg in Old Turkic (< *kâvrüg, attested in 
this shape in 14th century Ottoman) but ke'ürge / kö'ürge in Mongolian. If the 
proposed rendering which, of course, accords with the meaning of the verb, is chosen, 
then we would here have a variant very close to what we find in Mongolian. 
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sigtasgay (BT TI 1029-1030) “They will cry as if their fathers had 
died”, literally, “as one in a situation after his father's death”. The 
construction itself does not need verb forms: firigtdâtkitdâ “as when 
one is alive? would not be called a clause. 

When *d4 is joined to a -dOk form of a verb of speech with suffix 
reference to its subject, it expresses accordance; both aydokinda kertü 
bolur ârti “it used to come true in accordance with what he said” (M TII 
nr.13, I v3) and y(a)rlikadokf/u/mda “according to my command? (un- 
published ms. U 311 bv4, WilkKatMan nr. 103) appear in Manich&an 
SOUTCES. 

kalti alp âr dârigkâ tâgir tâg isig özümin âsirkândsizin titip idalap 
(Suv 395,4-10) “giving up my life ungrudginegly, as, e.g., a valiant man 
goes to the army” is construed with the postposition /âg instead of with 
*cA. In the following Orkhon Turkic sentence /âg governs two negated 
aorist forms: körür közüm körmâz tâg, bilir biligim bilmâz tâg bolti 
(KT N10) “My (normally) secing eyes seemed to have lost their sight 
and my (otherwise) thinking mind seemed to have lost its senses*. With 
-mls we have e.g. kamgak kântirkâ tayakligin köntülmis tâg (Ht VW 
1975) “as when the kamgak plant gets upright by leaning upon hemp”; 
burxanig körmis tâg sâvâr taplayur ayayur agirlayurlar (TT V A 113) 
“they love, appreciate and honour (him) as if they had seen Buddha”; 
amti mân yürâkimin tartmi$ tâg ogulumin âsirkân€siz köyülin titip 
idalap busü berür mân (DKPAMPb 820) “I now give up my son as ifl 
had been tearing (out) my heart (but) with ungrudging mind, and give 
him away as alms”. -4/5 /âg appears also in Ht MI 421-3. There isan 
important difference between -m/s€4 and -ml$ (âg: -mlSGA4 compares 
degree and guantity whereas -m/$ (ög compares the events themselves. 

-mAyOk tâg is the negative counterpart of -mls tâg, in saya utfruntali 
kisilâr anlulayu bolur kalti ... isi küdügi bütmâyök tâg “persons 
opposed to you will fare like somebody who ... and his business did not 
succeeded? (TT 1 51) and anda tâylig ârdilâr kalti labay ütintâ tört 
taloy ügüz kidigin bütürü körü umayok tâg (At VU 531) “They were 
like persons who had not guite been able to see the shores of the four 
seas in the hole of a shell”.648 A bit more is said below about the 
correlative structures used in these sentences. 


648 The editor, Röhrborn, points out that the Chinese source refers to the unability to 
scoop up the waters of all the oceans. “scooping up? is küri-, but cf. kürp for küri-p in 
BT TI 226. The copyist must have mistaken this verb for kör- “to see” and then taken 
over üt “hole” from the analogy following this one in the text, which refers to the 
unability to see the domains of the seven planets through a hole. 
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We have a projection participle in kilmagu tâg nâ nâgü is (UN 
54,15) “some action the like of which one isn“t supposed to do”. 
tokuz ay on kün âmgâk körürlâr (MaitrH XV Nachtr 4r25) we have the 
-ml$ participle governed by the postposition osoglug “as, like, as if, in 
the manner of”: “They get sgucezed between the places of raw food and 
digested food and suffer during nine (moon) months and ten days, as if 
somebody had wrung them with an iron wrench”. osoglug governs 
the aorist in isig öz alimdilari birlâ turusur osoglug turur (Suv 18,13) 
“It seems as if he is struggling with his angels of death” or in üc min 
ulug miy yertindü yer suv tâprâyür osoglug közünti (TT X 139) “3000 
great thousand-worlds appeared as if shaking”. The semi-predicative 
verbs /ur- and közün- here share their predicative status with the 
osoglug phrases. 

Analogy can be expressed also by the particle ka/fi or the conjunction 
nâdük linked to clauses with verbs in the conditional form; e.g., with 
both of these together: kali nâdük ... alku ulug bodisatvlar burxan 
kutina katiglantoklarinta tsuy irindü ... kilindlarin ksanti Gamxuy kilip 
nâtâg aritdilar alkinturtilar ârsâr, andulayu mâniny ymâ tsuy irindü ... 
kilindlarim olarniy tâg arizun alkinzun (Suv 139,6-14) “Just as all the 
great bodhisattvas got absolution from their sins when they were 
striving towards buddhadom and as they cleansed and cancelled them, 
e.g., So may also my sins get cleansed away and disappcar as their”. 
That sentence and the following both have anculayu and ymâ in the 
main clause: inca kalti kisi eligi bar ârsâr ârdinilig otrugka tâgsâr 
köyül eyin ârdini âvdigâli uyur, ... andulayu ymâ kim birök kertgündi 
bar ârsâr burxanlig ârdnilig otrugka kirip kutrulmak tüslüg ârdini 
algali uyur (TT VB 90-95) “Just as, e.g., if somebody has hands and 
reaches the Jewel Island, he can collect jewels to his hearts desire, for 
instance, so anybody who has faith can, in turn, get to Buddha's Jewel 
Island und obtain the jewel whose fruit is freedom”. Correlative 
sentences with nâfâg (otherwise dealt with in section 4.65) can also 
have comparative content: nâfâg ... âvirgâylâr ârsâr, anculayu ok ... 
âvirâ tâginür mân (Suv 171,16) “As they will deflect (their good deeds 
for the benefit of others), just in that way do | presume to deflect (my 
good deeds). 


“als ob sie mit einer cisernen Schnur (?) umwunden (?) wören”. 
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4.633. Temporal clauses 

Temporal clauses give information about the time framework of the 
main clause by linking it to some subordinated event; they state 
whether the “main? event is simultaneous with, preceding or following 
the subordinated event, whether it precedes or follows it by an interval 
perceived to be small or not particularly small etc.; they also give 
information about its flow in time. 

There isa great number of forms and verbal phrases expressing 
various temporal relationships, which will be dealt with one by one 
below. Before that, we might mention the semantic relationship 
between contextual converbs and superordinated verbs, which often has 
a temporal component: As shown in section 4.631, events expressed by 
the former often precede those referred to in the latter. Especially with 
vowel converbs in close juncture, the two actions can be simultaneous: 
sürâ ünti in KP 64,7, e.g., describes the shepherd's driving (sür-) his 
herd out of the city gates, going out (ön-) himself. Main and subordi- 
nate actions are here carried out by the same subject. Meteorological 
entities can appcar as subjects of vowel converbs to form temporal 
clauses specifying time: yarin, tayta, kün burni tuga (MaitrH XII 
1r12), e.g., signifies “in the morning, at dawn, when the tip of the sun 
appears”. 


By meaning, the most unmarked way to construct a temporal clause is 
to add -dOk*dA to the stem of its verb. This is guite common in the 
whole of Old Turkic and signifies “when; e.g. kayim xagan ucdokda 
(KTE30, BÇE 13-14) “when my father the khan departed” or üzâ kök 
tâyri asra yagiz yer kilintokda (KT El) “when the sky came into 
existence above and the brown carth below? with explicit nominal 
subject. It also (like the dative form in Orkhon Turkic) often has the 
possessive suffix before the case suffix, referring to the verb's subject: 
e.g. in füfsüg yidin tuydokumuzda “when we feel the smell of the 
incense? (Suv 424,18). In DreiPrinz 54 the reconstitution 
âvrilldöklümtâ must be correct as only -/dOk would give a rounded 
possessive suffix. Both nominal and pronominal reference is found in 
âlim xagan eli kamsag boltokinta ... izgil bodun birlâ süyüsdümüz (KT 
N3) “At a time when the realm of my father the xagan had become 
shaky ... we fought against the I. nation”. A Manich&an example is bo 
yer suv on kat kök tâyri yla)rat(djokta ayar oxSayur ârti (M 114,14-16) 
“When he created this world (and) the ten-fold sky it was similar to 
that”. Here is an example for identity of subjects in the main and the 
subordinate clause: yakin tâgdöktâ ... tâyri burxan adakinta bagirin 
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suna yatip inda tep tedilâr (TT X 172-176) “When they had gotten 
close they ... prostrated themselves before divine Buddha stretching 
forth their breasts and spoke as follows:?. The form can be joined by 
the particle Ok: yad ellig toyin atin âsidtöktâ ök ât'özüm köyülüm 
bütürü ögirip sâvinip ... (Ht 1 295) “Just hearing the name of the 
foreign monk, my body and heart get full of joyand...”. Another 
instance of -dOkd4 Ok is guoted below, among the examples for 
-mAzkAn. Many additional, mostly Buddhist examples for -dOktd4 
constructions can be found in Eraslan 1980: 70-71 and Schulz 1978: 
57-68. 

The locative is temporal also when it governs the projection participle 
in -gU: finliglarig kutgarguda, e.g., signifies “when one goes about 
saving living creatures?, âdgüli ayigli kilindlarnin tüslâri tâggüdâü (BT 
11 925-928) “when (in the future) the retribution for good and bad deeds 
arrives?, bo nomug okiguda (Suv 33,21-22) “when intending to read this 
sütra”. With this construction the subjects of the main and of the 
subordinate clause are distinct. The -gUd4 seguence does not appear 
ever to get a possessive suffix to refer to its subject; indeed instances 
with explicit subject are rare. Implicit subjects of main and subordinate 
clause can be identical, as happens with the instances guoted, or 
different. 

Temporal datives (discussed in section 4.1104) are common in the 
Orkhon inscriptions: Nominals in the dative case serve as temporal 
adjuncts. In the following example, however, the adjunct includes topic 
and comment: köl tegin yeti otuz ya$iya karlok bodun ... yagi bolti (KT 
NI) “When K.T. was 27 years old the K. people turned hostile”. This, 
then, is a nominal clause as temporal adjunct. The seguence -dOk * 
possessive suffix referring to subject * dative is found only in Orkhon 
Turkic, possibly with the same temporal meaning: olordokuma ... türk 
bâglâr bodun ögirip sâvinip (BO E2) “when I was enthroned, the 
United lords and people rejoiced? (-4Ok form representing action); a 
similar phrase appears also in BO N9. Another possibility is that the 
dative was here governed by ögir- sâvin-, giving the meaning “they 
rejolced at my being enthroned? or “secing that I was enthroned, they 
rejoiced?: The BO passage is damaged and the dative could there also 
have been govemed by a verb or a biverb lost in the lacuna. 

Uygur has a different type of temporal clause using the dative: -mAk 
with possessive and dative suffixes in instrumental or temporal use. 
The infinitive phrase ğ/€ ay ârtmâkiyâ (U 11 22,22-24) “after 3 months 
had passed”, e.g., specifies after what stretch in time the action referred 
to in the main clause took place. Similar clauses with ârtmâkiyâ are 
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attested in U II 82,6-10, Ht IV 620-622 and Suv 393,19-23; cf. üir ked 
bolmakina “when a lot of time had gone bye” in Ht IV 93-95. The 
Orkhon Turkic clause £ö/ #egin yeti otuz yasina guoted in the previous 
paragraph should possibly also be understood in this sense, i.e. “after 
K.T. became 27 years old”. When -mAk/yA forms are not accompanied 
by time expressions, as is the case with the attested instances, they may 
convey the “means” employed towards a goal: kânü öziniy 
katiglanmakina köyülin yürâkin vazir tâg kilip alku bizni barda utup 
yegâdip biznidâ öyrâ burxan kutin bultali bolt (U W A 265-268) 
“Through his own exertion he made his heart as (hard as) vajra, 
surpassed all of us and has become destined for buddhahood before us”. 
Such instrumental content is otherwise expressed by -(X)p converbs. 
The composite suffix -m/8--dA is not attested in Orkhon Turkic but is 
rather common in Uygur. Clauses formed with it generally refer to 
events preceding the superordinated event: anfada ötrö ür keğ üdlâr 
ârtmistâ pratikabut dentarnin ât'özin luolar luo ordosiya eltdilâr 
(Maitr 196r20-23) “After that, when a long time had passed, the 
dragons carried the body of the pratyekabuddha monk to the dragons? 
castle”; ötrö ol braxmadati elig tisi bars birlâ yazinmi$ta adin bir tinlig 
tisi bars karninta tugum azun tutdi (U WI 63,12-15) “Then, after the 
king Brahmadatta had sinned with the tigress, an aberrant creature 
found life in the tigress'es belly?; #ngali olormista ân ulugi tegin iki 
inilârinâ inda tep tedi (Suv 608,15-17) “When they sat down to rest, the 
eldest prince said to his two younger brothers:?. In the examples 
guoted, the subjects of the main and subordinate clauses were distinct. 
min vap-xua ... kitaydin kâlmistâ bo âmig iki kata okiyu tâgintim (M | 
29,9-14, Manich&an) 'IV.,..., endeavoured to recite this healant twice 
after having gotten back from China” shows subject identity in main 
and subordinate clause; in another postterminal instance in TT X 537 
the subjects of the main and the subordinate clauses are also identical, 
and in both examples the pronoun *P is explicit in the subordinate 
clause as well. In the sentence kumradin ketmisdâ bermâdi (NestTü 
662.6-7, Christian) “When (1) left the monastery (he) didn't give (me 
the wine cither)”, , the two subjects are different and understood to be 
so only from the context. In MaitrH Y 202, on the other hand, we have 
a form with possessive suffix although there is explicit nominal 
reference to the subject, which is that of the main clause as well: £ayu 
üdün biligsiz virutak elig bâg kapilavastu baliktaki sakilarig ölürüp yok 


..e 


650 The editors? translation of this as “als” instead of 'nachdem” is unjustified. 
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and annihilating sâkyas in the city of Kapilavastu, the senseless king 
Virüdhaka had taken six ... girls as prisoners and married them”. 

In the following sentence, the -m/5d4 form, itself marked for 
reference to its subject beside being accompanied by a pronoun, does 
not refer to an event preceding the main event: biz ânâtkâkdin 
kâlmisimizdâ sintu ögüz suvin kâcâr ârkân bir yük nom suvda kalti ârti 
(Ht VT 2045-6) “When we were on our way from India, while crossing 
the waters of the Indus river, a load of holy books had gotten lost in the 
water”. The “normal? taxis value of -m/$d4 cannot, then, be taken for 
granted; tense appcars here to have overruled it. 

The locative of the aorist gives the meaning “while”, i.e. an overlap- 
ping of the course of two events: ülgüsüz sansiz yüz min tümüân tinliglar 
ugusi üküs tâlim alig tarka âmgâkig tâginürdü öyü sakinu kon$i im 
bodisatvig birök atasar öni üdrülürlâr adadin (BuddhGed 55-58) “T£, 
however, the multitude of countless 100,000s of myriads of living 
beings remember the bodhisattva Guanyin and call upon him while 
they experience (#fâginürdâ) lots of bitter suffering, he will get rid of 
the trouble”. With subject of the temporal clause distinct from that of 
tâyridöm visaylig mânilârig ... tâginürümtâ inda tep ün âsidilti (UNU 
30,28-33) “While I was in this way ... experlencing divine sense 
pleasures ..., I heard a voice saying the following;?. bo âsâk barirta 
kâlirtâ ta$ ((â)gil bolsar (SUK RH13) appears to signify “If this donkey 
gets lost while coming and going?. Further such instances are guoted in 
Schulz 1978: 55-56. 


Nominal forms of verbs referring to the action can also get governed by 
postpositions, which mostly have temporal tasks. -m4/$d4 bârü, e.g, 
signifies “since”, e.g. in yer fâyri förömistâ bârü “since the time when 
carth and sky came into existence? (KP 5,8), -m/$d4 ken “after”, e.g. 
kuvrag yigilmista ken (MaitrH XX 1r10) “after the community 
assembles”. The former phrase appears as -m/$*tdIn bârü e.g. in Ht Vİ 
619. In Orkhon Turkic we have -JOkdA kesrâ in this meaning: yagru 
kondokda kesrâ ahig bilig anta öyür ârmis (KT S5) “After they (i.e. the 
Turks) had settled near them they (the Chinese) were straightway 
thinking bad thoughts”. Manich&an texts have -4dOkd4 bârü and 
-dOkdA ken: sans(i)z tümân yil bolti sizintâ adr(iNtokda bârü (M | 
10,5) “Innumerable myriads of years have passed since we got 
separated from you!; on caxsap(i)t tutdokumuzda bârü “since we kept 
the ten commandments?” (Xw 148). With ken we have fâyri mani 
burxan tâyri yeriyârü bardokinta ken “after the divine prophet Mani 
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went to the abode of gods” (MI 12,14). The adverb asnu “earlier, 
before” also has a rare use as postposition; see section 4.21. In 
constructions like #üyür bösük boltokta asnu âdgü kün körürlâr “Before 
they become relatives by marriage they search for an auspicious day” 
(IT V1310) it becomes the head of a temporal clause. A ms. variant of 
this passage has boltokta asnuda instead of boltokta asnu; another 
example for -JOkt4 aSnuda is guoted in UW 244a under $B. These 
may cither be cases of asnusda used as postposition, as we read in the 
UW, or the suffix *€4 may have been added to the whole temporal 
clause. In kalan tapig udug kilguluk törösin ârtdürtökdâ ötrö astup 
icintâ bâklâdilâr (Suv 627,19-20) “After they had at some stage 
finished the ceremony of doing obeisance, they fastened it (i.e. the 
relic) inside the sfüpa? ötrö cither goverms the -JOkdA form or is an 
adverb, but there may not be any content difference between these two 
options of analysis. The clause is introduced by kadan, which is 
basically not a conjunction but an indefinite temporal pronoun 
signifying “at a certain point”; cf. ögsüz bolup yertâ kamilti. kadan 
öglântökdâ (DKPAMPb 131) “He lost his senses and fell to the ground. 
When, at some stage, he came back to his senses, ...”. 

sayu is an unusual postposition in that it unites local or temporal 
content with the meaning “every”. Its use with a verb form gives 
temporal meaning in TT 1119-120, as would happen if the form were 
in the locative case: /fâprâtök sayu is küdkün tapinda; olortok sayu oron 
yurt ögüncü “Every time (you) move, your work and your business are 
according to your wish; every time you settle down, the place and camp 
are according to your concept”; further examples appcar in TT 1137-8. 
The construction consisting of the vowel converb followed by the 
postposition birlâ refers to an event preceding the event of the main 
clause by a very short time interval: öz âriglig oronlarindin turu birlâ 
“the moment they had gotten up from where they had been sleeping? 
(Maue 1996: 93); elig bâg katuni birlâ ikâgü âsidü birlâ bo savig 
ögsirâdilâr (Suv 639,18) “the moment the king and his wife heard this 
matter they fainted?. Further examples appcar in Suv 640,22, Ht VII 
1212, VMI 40 etc. The immediacy of the subseguent event can be 
stressed by ök, as in inip iglâyü birlâ ök ... ölüp barti (Suv 4,17) 
“Then, a short while after he got ill he ... died away”. Then we have nâ 
opening such clauses: nâ ünâ birlâ ök ... tiril. (Suv 16,13-16) “the 
moment (1) got out, | ... came back to life” or nâ bo irü bâlgülâr bolu 
birlâ ök, ötrö ... bolti (Suv 381,8) “Immediately after these signs 
appeared, there happened ...”. In the last instance, birlâ ök is followed 
by öfrö “thereupon” and it can also be followed by anfa “them. Cf. 
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finally, anagam kutin bulmis kisi ... öylüg tâyri yerintâ tugar. nâ tuga 
birlâ ök arxant kutin bulup ... (MaitrH Y 446) “The person who has 
attained the status of anâgâmin ... gets bom in the Divine Country of 
Appcarances. The moment he gets bom he attains arhathood and... 1 
assume that birlâ does not, in this construction, goverm the converb. 
Rather, the converb itself is probably here in temporal use, as in the 
previous paragraph, and birlâ is an adverb here signifying “at once”. 

Clauses with the -(X)p converb are used in a construction with similar 
meaning, where the clause starts with nâ “what” : nâ ani ulugi mahabali 
tegin körüp ina tep tedi (Suv 609,23-610,2) “When the oldest prince, 
Mahâbala, saw this, he spoke as follows:'. With Ok: tokuz âlig $lok 
sözlüdi. nâ sözlâyü tükâdip ök ünüp yorip bardi (BT 1 A, 11) “He 
recited 49 gâthâs. The moment he had finished reciting, he got up and 
walked away”; nâ ani körüp ök ât'özlârin ol süyük üzâ kâmisip ... 
kamiltilar (Suv 619,16-18) “The moment they saw that, they threw 
themselves on those bones and... collapsed”. nâ sometimes appears 
also at the beginning of vowel converb * birlâ clauses and temporal 
-sAr clauses. 


The petrified participles âr-kli (runiform inscriptions) and âr-kân (the 
rest of Old Turkic) can be defined as postpositive conjunctions. ârkli is 
joined to the aorist to form clauses describing some circumstance 
within which the event in the main clause is couched: anca olorur ârkli 
oguzduntan kürâg kâlti (Tuü 8) “While (we were) living in that manner, 
there came a deserter from the side of the Oguz”; kedâ ay batar ârkli 
süyüğdüm “1 fought at night, when the moon had set” (SU El); /ug 
ta$ikar ârkli yâlmâ âri kâlti “The banner being out, there came a man 
from the vanguard” (SU E5); karlok bodun (buysuz) ârür barur ârkli 
yagi bolt (KT NI & BO E29) “the K. people, while living without 
worries, (unexpectediy) turned hostile”.6! This last mentioned (double) 
instance is the only one among the ones we have where the subject of 
the construction is the same as that of the main verb; our interpretation 


“1 The word buysuz has been put into brackets as it does not appear in the KT but 
only in the BO inscription, which is a bit later; the passages refer to the same events. 
ârür barur ârkli is clearly a set expression, which is not transparent offhand: Its 
interpretation has to be guessed from the context and has been understood in different 
ways by different scholars. The guess “living without worries” is based on the 
assumption that the meaning of the expression is roughly eguivalent to that of buysuz. 
Tekin 1968: 270, 276 is probably wrong in taking the expression to be attributive in KT 
but not in BO and translating the passage as “became an enemy who began to behave 
freely and feerlessly” in the former case, as the texts are parallel and the meaning of 
bunsuz “without worries” has to be taken into consideration. 
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may therefore be wrong: Those living without worries (and hence 
surprised by the Karlok transformation) may be the Türk; what 
prevents this interpretation is the position of the words karlok bodun 
before the ârkli clause. olor-, bat- and fasik- are initial-transformative 
verbs, denoting both the beginning of a state of affairs (“sit down”, “set” 
and go out”) and the continuing situation (*sit”, “be invisible — of the 
moon” and “be out). In these constructions denoting concomitant 
circumstances, it is not the initial but the intraterminal state which is 
selected; this is also what we have in the ârür barur ârkli clause. n KT 
NI/BO E29 and Tu 8, the two Orkhon Turkic examples, the 
subordinated activity precedes the event described in the main clause 
and is interrupted by it; in the other two, however, the SU (Uygur 
Steppe Empire inscription) examples, there is no such interruption. 

ârkân, the Uygur counterpart of ârkli, is rather rare in Manich&an 
sources. İt can goverm nominal clauses, e.g. in Manich&an yer fâyri yok 
ârkân (Xw 133-4) “when land and sky (did) not exist”. Instances of 
ârkân with nominal clauses appear also in OB 1493, 2055 and 4851. 
The clause siz ânâtkâkdâ “You are in India is governed in the 
following sentence: siz önâtkâkdâ ârkân bo atari uzlafti sizni birlâ 
sözlâsip ...(Ht VT 1815-16) “While you were in India, this teacher had 
a long conversation with you”. örkân governs a locative also in karanta 
ârkân yig oglin tüsürtümüz (MaitrH XX 14r27) “We aborted their 
unripe child while (it) was in the belly (Xarin)”. This sentence can show 
us how the passage of ârkân from being a -gAn participle of the copula 
âr- to becoming a temporal conjunction could have taken place: 
Interpreting ör-gön as a participle we could have translated “We 
aborted their unripe child which was in the belly”; this would have been 
Just as approporiate for the context. 

Normally, however, ârkân govems the aorist (as ârkli does). m a 
Manich&an text (Xw 159-160) we have alkanur ârkân köyülümüzni 
sakinCimizni tâyrigârü tutmadimiz ârsâr “if, while praising God, we did 
not keep our heart and thoughts directed towards him”. Here is one 
Buddhist example: yana biz ânâtkâktin kâlmisimizdâ sindu ögüz suvin 
kâlâr ârkân bir yük nom suvda kaldi ârdi (At VU 2047) “Moreover 
while we were crossing the Indus river on our way back home from 
India, one load of treatises was lost in the water”. In the first sentence 
mentioned, the subjects of main and subordinate clause are the same, 
while they differ in the second sentence. In inip iglâyü birlâ ök sav söz 
kodup tutar kapar ârkân ölüp bardi (Suv 4,17-19) “Having just gotten 
ill he lost the power of speech and, while catching up, he suddenly died 
away? ârkân govems a biverb, i.e. two near-synonymous verbs used 
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together for expressivity. Numerous additional Buddhist examples are 
guoted in Schulz 1978: 94-101; here is one introduced by kali. kalti 
“As he (the hero of the story) was, in that way, sitting by the city gate, 
the king's shepherd came out driving 500 heads of cattle”. 

Here is an example for the seguence -gAl/r ârkân: bo törtâgü ünüp 
bargalir ârkân ... bitig kâldi (At W 1472) “when these four were about 
to leave for their journey, there came a letter ...”; another example is 
guoted above at the end of section 3.285. 

-mAz ârkân appears to be guite rare; e.g.: mân nây kilmaz ârkân, mün 
yazoklar idisin ... adirtlig bilmâz üddâ ârür ârkân anam xatundin 
adrilip bir azunlug busus kadgu köyülümkâ sapilip ... (HtPar 19v26- 
20r11) “While I wasn”t doing anything, while I was at a stage when | 
did not clearly ... know the vessel of sins, I was separated from my 
lady mother, sorrow for a whole life was grafted in my heart and...”. 

The rather common construction with -m4zkAn is not, by meaning, 
the negative counterpart of aorist * ârkân, as it does not supply the 
main clause with a temporal framework during which the main action 
took place (as -m4z ârkân does). Im most examples it appears together 
with the particle aki, giving the meaning “not yet”: sâyrâm taki 
bütmâzkân, etâ basladokta ok ... tânridöm ordolar bâlgülüg bolti (Maitr 
52r19-22) “When the monastery was not yet ready, when they just had 
begun to construct it, ... there appeared divine palaces”. -m4AzkAn may 
have been formed with the particle £4n discussed in section 3.341 
among the emphatic particles (note that it correlates with Ok in the 
example just guoted). The problem with this is that -x4z would only be 
made adverbial through the addition of £An while the elements referred 
to in section 3.341 as bases of kAn are adverbial in the first place. There 
are further examples for aki V-mAzkAn e.g. in Ht IW 203-204 and 433- 
437, UigSünd 44-46 (thrice “aslongas...not”), U 1187,60-62, Suv 4,3- 
8, 6,21-7,2 and 623,1-8, HtPar 13r13-15. One example without /aki 
appcars in IrgB XXI. Here is another one, with its subject distinct from 
the subject of the main clause: kün fâyri tugmazkan ol ok âv icindâ 
olorup kara önylüg aslarig asanzun (Suv 3624-7) “Let him sit in that 
same house before sunrise and cat dark-coloured food”. 


-gIncA has two different meanings, depending on whether the base verb 
is of the type which needs to have passed a critical point to be 
considered to have been realised, or whether it gets realised without a 
critical point: In the first case it signifies “until”, in the second case “as 
long as”, stressing the parallelism of temporal extension between main 
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and subordinate verb. Without a critical point we have, e.g. külü 
yetgindâ darni sözlümis kârgâk (TT VW A 73-74) “One should recite the 
spell as long as one is able to”; kafig kerigündlüg bolmaginda oyargali 
bolmaz (HtPar 16r5) “As long as one is devoid of strong faith one 
cannot get well”. Note that both main and subordinated clauses of the 
instances guoted have variables. Other instances with -m4g/ncA4 appear 
in HtPar 16r2 and Suv 392,15. 

With verbs which denote actions having a critical point, -g/nc4 
signifies “until”; e.g. ancdakatâgi turmagay mân tâyrim kalti siznidin 
burxan gutiya alkis bulmaginda “1 will not stand up, my lord, as long as 
Ido not receive from you the prophesy of buddhadom” with the subject 
of the subordinate clause the same as that of the main clause. indgâ 
sokup lalap bakir esiğtâ sargarginca kagurup kündit yagiya bulgap ... 
(Heilk 1 172-174) “crush it finely, roast it in a copper pot till it gets 
yellow, roll it in sesame oil...” or âsâkni bergindâ bo yer(ilmni yezün 
(SUK RH13,14-15) “Till (1) give the donkey back, he (i.e. the lender) 
may live off this land of mine” has an implicit subordinated subject 
differing from the main one, mân kâlgindâ âvig barkig uz tutgil (U VI 
81,18) “Keep house well until I come? an explicit subordinated subject 
(in the nominative) differing from the main subject. The meaning of 
yanginda (BT XNI 2,43) “till I come back? is very similar to this last 
instance. 


-gAlI (for which see also section 3.286) can have cither a temporal ora 
final meaning (section 4.636); the final use of -g4// forms shades off 
into that of a supine (section 4.23). The -sAr form is another one having 
a temporal meaning beside its conditional one, but it is casy to see how 
those two meanings could have been related historically. Concerning 
-gAlI no connection seems apparent between the different uses. In its 
temporal meaning, the -e4// form presents circumstances described in a 
main clause as taking place since the ones referred to in a converbial 
clause, the so-called abtemporal meaning: Türk xagan olorgali ... taloy 
ögüzkâ tâgmis yok ârmis “It is said that nobody reached ... the ocean 
since a Turk xagan was enthroned? is Orkhon Turkic (Tu 18). In 
Uygur, temporal -g4/7 is limited to Buddhist texts; Manich&an sources 
do not have it. Most instances, as the following two, have bol- in the 
main clause: adrilgali yirilgâli ârü ârü für) kec bolti (Ht VU 2064) 
“Bye and bye it has become a long time since (we) parted”; önüklâgâli 
yeti kün bolmis (Suv 610,2-3) “It turns out that she (the tigress) bore her 
cubs seven days ago”. More examples are discussed in Schulz 1978: 
108-113. Schulz also guotes an instance from OB 5685, the only 
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example for temporal -g4/7 he found in that text, where the main clause 
has kâd- in one ms. but bo/-, as in Uygur, in the other two mss.. 
Temporal -g4// appears to have been replaced at least partially by 
analytical converb eguivalents such as -m/$d4 bârü and -dOkdA bârü; 
the fact that -g4// forms are also found in final and supine use must 
have helped this process. 


Clauses with -s4r with no interrogative pronouns, whose central mea- 
ning is conditional, are also sometimes purely temporal; the suffix itself 
can then be translated as “when”: ötürükyâ koltgudilar kâlsâr agililarig 
bulmaz ârti. bergü bulmatin koligulilar yiglayu barsar tegin ymâ 
iglayu kalir ârti (KP 10,3-6) “When, a short while later, the beggars 
came, they (or rather he, the prince) wouldn”t find the treasurers; when 
he couldn”t find anything to give and the beggars (subordinated subject 
in the nominative) went away crying, the prince would stay behind, 
also crying?. Another example for inability in the main clause appcars 
mnU 18: mogodlar ol tasig alip öz âtözlâri kötürü umatilar. yilkika 
yütürsâr yilki kötürü umati “The magi took that stone but weren't 
themselves able to carry it. When they (implicit subject different from 
the subject of the main clause) loaded it on a horse the horse couldn”t 
carry it (cither).” The temporal meaning can be most clearly made out if 
the event referred to is situated in the past, as in the guoted examples. 
Otherwise the distinction between temporality and condition can get 
blurred,652 e.g.: ölürgâli elitsârlâr mayrayur üntâyür (M Tl nr. 14 v1) 
“When / If they (subordinated subject differing from main subject) lead 
it (i.e. the sheep) to slaughter it bleats and calls out”; kay kazgansar ogli 
ülün temâz mü? “When / Ifa father has carnings, doesn't he consider it 
to be for his son?” (KP 8,3). The Orkhon Turkic sentence öd fâyri aysar 
kisi ogli kop ölgâli törümis can signify “The sons of men are all bom to 
die when god sets the time? but a conditional meaning like “Since it is 
god who determines timing, the sons of men are all born to die” cannot 
be excluded. For the following instance a conditional interpretation 
seems excluded: nipur etigin etiglig adakin manflJap yorisar oyun küg 
arasinta aya yaplinip ...J yarasi yoriyur (TT X 440) “When she walks 
treading with her feet adorned with jewels, she walks harmoniously, 
with dance and song, clapping her hands”. Unlike the previous 
examples, the subject of the subordinate clause is here identical with 
that of the main clause. In all the examples guoted, the subordinate verb 


652 As German wenn “if” is historically the same as wann “when” and English when. 
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phrase consists of a simple -s4r form; in none of them is there an 
analytical phrase consisting of a verb form together with âr-sâr. 

Indefinite temporal pronouns are often coupled with a temporal 
interpretation: kacan ölüm yagi kâlsâr tolp ât'özin iditip sasitip ... (TT 
X 547) “When, at some stage (< kadan), the enemy death comes, he 
makes her whole body stink ...”; kadan ol mogoğlar bidilximka tâgdilâr 
ârsâr ol yultuz tâprâmâdin sük turdi “When, eventually, those Magi 
(subordinated subject in the nominative) reached Bethlehem, ...” (U16, 
Magi). In DLT fol.54 we find a temporal -s4 form with kali; kiska 
etin“ kâlsâ kali kutlug yay “Prepare (intransitive ef-in-) for winter 
when blessed summer comes”. nâcâdâ can also be used with temporal 
-sAr clauses: nâdâdâ ölsâr “when, at some time, he dies, ...” (U NI 
43,19); with similar content and grammatical shape but much more 
elaborately TT X 539. The best translation for nâcâdâ birök with -sAr 
verb appcars to be “anytime when”, e.g. nâlâdüâ birök ... balikka kâlsâr, 

. aSnuca mân digaynin kiyinta kâlif/rj ârdi (At) “Anytime when he 
came to town, however, he first used to come to the alley of poor me; 
nâcâdüâ birök bo tütrüm târin yörüglüg nom ârdini yitlinsâr batsar, ötrö 
andada ... köni nomlar kertü yörüglâr ymâ barda yitlingâylâr batgaylar 
(Suv 197,17). These elements are not conjunctions but add some vague 
temporal content. When, however, kadan is used with a finite verb 
form, it obviously is the subordinating element, as in kacan elisiniy 
(kâllmisin utgurak bilti, anta (ok...) kântkâ barti (U 11 86,18) “When 
he got certain news that his elder brother had arrived, he immediately 
went to the town (of Benares)”. 

On p.476 we saw temporal clauses starting with nâ “what” and 
containing cither the vowel converb followed by the postposition birlâ 
or by birlâ ök, or the -(X)p converb, sometimes also followed by Ok. 
Temporal -s4r clauses can also open with nâ: nâ ölsârlâr anta ok ün 
estilür, Tiriliylâr, tiriliylâr' tep (MaitrH XXV 3v15 * Maitr Taf81v31) 
“The moment they die, a voice is immediately heard saying “Get back 
to life, get back to life!” Like the other two constructions starting with 
nâ, this one as well gives the meaning of the main action following 
immediately upon the subordinated one. The construction cannot get 
misunderstood for the ones described in section 4.65 (where the 
subordinate clause also starts with an interrogative-indefinite pronoun 
and has a -s4r form), because there the reference of the interrogative- 
indefinite pronoun is taken up by a demonstative in the main clause 


653 Unnecessarily changed to 'anun' by the editors. 
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(which doesn't happen here).©54 nâ körsâr in Ht NI 776 signifies “When 
he suddenly looked up, there was .... 


In the second Christian text (r 15) in ChristManManus, the meaning 
“when? is expressed by nâdük and a finite form: nâlük e$idti ol buzagu 
(...J öginiy ünin, ftâr)kin yügürüp kâlti (6ö/ginârü “When that calf heard 
its mother's voice, it immediately came running towards its mother. 
The next two instances, which appcar in a different Christian text, show 
nâdükin instead of nâdük and use it with the conditional: nâdükin 
bulsar sizlâr ... maya isitdürünlâr ... ol mogoğlar nâdükin urislimtin 
ünüp bardilar ârsâr ol yultuz ymâ olarni birlâ barir ârdi (U 1 6,2-6) 
“When you find (him) ... tell me (about it) ... when those Magi left 
Jerusalem that star was still proceeding together with them?. The 
temporal use of nâdük(in) may be limited to the Christian sources, as 
this element otherwise signifies “how, “as” or even “why”. 

We do also find correlative pairs of pronouns with temporal meaning, 
but these pronouns are in adverbal case forms or appear in phrases with 
temporal meaning. The sentence nâcâ yügürür ârti anda kusar yarsiyur 
ârti M17,12-13) “As he was running, so was he vomiting and feeling 
disgust” describes the action of running as taking place in parallel to the 
other two. This also is a temporal relationship, as the vomiting and 
disgust are not the result of the running; unless the translation should be 
“The more he ran the more he vomited and felt disgusted? (which seems 
unlikely). The link between the two sentences is secured by the 
correlative pair nâcâ ... anca. The following sentence also shows an 
interrogative-indefinite pronoun, kayu üdtün “in whatever time?, in the 
temporal clause and a demonstrative pronoun in the main clause: kayu 
üdün mân be$ törlüg ulug tülüg kördüm ârti, antada bârü ... olorgali 
küsâyür ârtim (MaitrH XI 4v18) “When I had seen the 5 sorts of great 
dreams, since then was I wishing to sit ...”.“5 Here, however, the two 
pronouns are not in correlation; the subordinate clause is construed so 
as to supply a static time frame, but the main clause takes up the time 
referred to in that subordinate clause as a point, the starting point of a 
situation existing since that previous time and the time of the story. The 
normal way to correlate interrogative and demonstrative pronouns is 
with -sAr; in MaitrH Y 286-302 we have several pairs of such temporal 
sentences: nâcâkâ tâgi bo sansar ilintâ tugmis$ tinlig,lar ... tört 


©4 Beside the fact that nâ cannot be the object of ölsârlâr because the verb is 


intransitive and cannot be its subject because this latter is shown to be plural. 
655 Another temporal clause starting with kayu ödün is guoted carlier in this section, in 
the paragraph dealing with -m1/$dA4. 
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tugumlug kisag tayagta kisilur tayilur ârsârlar, ancaka tâgi utun 
tetirlâr. ... kayu üdün sâkiz türlüg tüzün yollug yarok yula köküzlârintâ 
bâlgürsâr, ... ol üdün temin ök tüzün tetirlâr “As long as creatures born 
in this samsâra ... are sgucezed in and fettered by the tongs and fetters 
ofthe four (types of) birth, so /ong are they considered to be shameless. 
.. When the beacon of the cightfold rightous way appcars in their 
breast, ... only af #haf point in time are they considered to be righteous”. 
The correlative pair ancakatâgi ... nâcâkâtâgi“““ also appears in a 
temporal clause signifying “as long as” e.g. in MaitrH XV 3127-8; in 
MaitrH Y 316 we find kayu üdün ... temin ök. 


4.634. Local clauses 

While temporal clauses constitute a rich and complex system, there 
hardiy are any local adjunct clauses. The reason may be that temporal 
relationships are normally linked to events whereas place is more often 
described with phrases not involving verbs; local relative clauses are 
very common. 

There are rare Uygur instances of local clauses built around a 
correlation of interrogative-indefinite and demonstrative pronouns 
govemed by the postpositions siyar or yiyak: ol tâyri urisi ... tavranu 
kayutin siyar tâyrilâr eligi xormuzta tâyri ârsâr, antin siyar yakin 
barip ... adaklarinta töpösi üzâ yükünüp ... (U 129, 19-21) “that divine 
boy hurriediy went into the direction in which the king Indra, the king 
of kings was, bowed to him by putting his head on the ground before 
his feet and...'. The subordinated verb is conditional in the previous 
example but indicative in the following one: kayutin yiyak ayagka 
tâgimlig burxan bolur ârti, antin yinak ... (TT X 83-85) “In whatever 
direction the venerable Buddha; happened to be, in that direction (he; 
told him, to go and do obeisance to him;)”. Both of these instances 
describe the target of motion described in the main clause. 


4.635. Causal clauses 

The speaker/writer had several means at his disposal for constructing 
clauses supplying causes: the infinitive in the ablative, perfect 
participles in the instrumental or in the dative or govemed by ölün or 
further analytical means. ödün signifies “because? with factive verbal 
nominals such as -7/7/$ and -dOk but “so as to, in order to” with non- 
factive ones such as -g4f/r or -gU; these latter are discussed in the 


6 Both spelled as one word, although fâgi is, of course, a postposition governing the 
dative form of these pronouns. 
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section on final clauses, which follows the present one. With nominal 
clauses it usualiy signifies “because” but can also sometimes give final 
meaning. In these constructions ödün subordinates predicative 
relationships jolning comments to (sometimes implicit) topics. 

Here, then, are a few examples with factive nominal clauses: o/ elig 
burxan kutiya kataglanur bodisavt üdün (HamTouHou 1,14) “because 
that king was a boddhisafiva striving for buddhahood”. In 
maxakasy(a)p arxantag ayagka tâgimlig ücün tâyri tâyrisi Sakimun 
burxan orniya olgurti yarlikadi (Maitr 170r7) “The god of gods the 
Buddha Sâkyamuni seated the arhat Mahaka$yapa on his (own) seat 
because he was worthy of honour? the clause subordinated by ödün is 
the nominal clause *maxakasyap arxant ayagka tâgimlig ârür; its topic 
is deleted because it appears in the main clause. Further examples 
appcar in Ht V 100-106 (twice), BTTIA, 19-21 (all guoted elsewhere in 
this book). The construction existed already in Orkhon Turkic, as in 
kutum ülügüm bar üdün “since 1 had fortune and good luck” (BO E23) 
and bâglâri boduni tüzsüz üdün “because the lords and the people were 
in disaccord” (BO E6). Laut 1986: 49 n.2 makes likely that #ömgâsin 
ücün (Maitr 212) signifies “even though they are foolish'; here the 
meaning would not be causal, then, but concessive. Note that 
constructions with -sAr can also have concessive meaning beside the 
more usual conditional one. Although #ömgâsin is a noun form, what is 
here governed by ödün is not this word by itself but the word as 
predicated upon “they”, referred to by the possessive suffix. When the 
topic of a clause subordinated by ödün is the 1“ or 2" person, this is 
also expressed by a possessive suffix, as in yavlakiyin ücün (KT) 
“because you are bad”. In /imliglarig ütlâyü âriglâyü alp kutgarguluk 
ücün “because it is difficult to save living beings through advice and 
admonishment? (DKPAMPb 115) ödün, governs a small clause (see 
section 3.284) under -gU/Xk. 

In Orkhon Turkic the -4Ok * possessive suffix in the accusative * 
ülün construction is causal, e.g. bilmâdökin üdün, bizinâ yayiltokin 
yazintokin ülün xagani ölti (BO E16) “Their ruler died on account of 
their ignorance and because they erred and sinned towards us”; âöyri 
yarlikadokin üün (KT S9) “by the grace of God”. In Uygur we find e.g. 
Endblatt r10) “Their sins increase because they think that |(thoughtP. In 
the negative form e.g. körmüdökin ücün “because he didn't see” 
(Manich&an ms. Mz 372 r6, WilkKatMan nr. 122); / arig turug üdün 
tamuka f(...I barsar ymâ asayi artamaldolk üĞün maytri burxan birlâ 
(tusufp tamuluk ât'özintin ozar (Maitr 220 r6) “Because he is pure he 
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will, even though he may go to hell, meet the Buddha Maitreya and, as 
his data are not deteriorated, he will be saved from his hellbound body”. 
Note that artamadok and yarlikadokin in the KT S9 example are both 
accompanicd by explicit subjects, but that the former has a possessive 
suffix referring to the subject whereas arfamadok doesn't; this may be 
a dialect characteristic or it may simply be due to the fact that âsâya is 
not an individualized entity like fâyri. 

In Buddhist sources the post-terminal -m/$ ödün construction is more 
common than -dOk ücün, e.g. kalmis buyroklar ymâ üküs aZunlarda ... 
ögüg kayig tapinmi$ udunmis üdün, burxan körkin etip virxar yerin 
sipirmi$ ücün, nom e$idip nom bitig bitimi$ üdün, ton âtük as igü busi 
bermi$ üdün ... arxantlar bolurlar (Maitr 50 11-8) “And the remaining 
commanders become arhafs because, through many existences, they 
honoured and obeyed mother and father, adorned the effigy of Buddha 
and swept the ground in chapels, listened to the teaching and wrote 
down doctrinal texts and gave away clothes and shoes, food and drink 
as alms.” With possessive suffix referring to the subject, e.g. öyâdmisin 
ülün “since he had recovered” (Yosıpas 125). 

The present participle -dAĞ/ in a causal clause: bo montag asig tusu 
kildai üĞün bo nom ârdini, anin ol $loklarig tükâl bititti (BT 1 A, 20) 
“It is because this jewel of a text does this much good that he (the 
emperor) had those gâfhâs written out in full. The aorist also belongs 
to the group of participles supplying causes (and not to the group 
expressing intention) although the state of affairs referred to with that 
form did not yet actually have to have taken place at the time of the 
utterance: arkis barir ücün (UigBrief B) signifies “because a caravan is 
going (there); i.e. the caravan is in planning or in preparation but has 
not left as yet. Cf. körmâzi üdün ... at ön mânizig adirtlayu körü umaz 
(MaitrH XV 8r26) “because he is blind he cannot distinguish objects 
and appcarances”. 

Im Manich&an sources there are a few instances where the 
instrumental form added to -dOk with possessive suffix supplies 
reasons for the main clause, e.g. azgurdokin “because he led (our 
senses) astray* (Xw 19) or üzüti ozaki özkâ ömgântökin, ... kop yerdâ 
alig âmgâk körtökin ymâ irinc kisi oglü ... atayurlar (M 1 9,3-8) 
“because their soul suffered in their previous life, because they suffered 
bitter torments everywhere they call them ... poor sons of men”. The 
construction corresponds to -dOkin ücün in Orkhon Turkic and -m/$ 
ücün in later Uygur, which were dealt with above. 

The suffix combination -m4/54-k4 is used for causal constructions in 
Buddhist texts: &âk birlâ katiglig savlar köyülintâ ârmiskâ nây bo 
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savlarig bulgali umazlar (BT 11 990-992) “As there are matters mingled 
with hate in their heart, they are guite unable to attain these things”; 
mân samiso adlari birlâ ke6 tusmiska burxan nomin Sazinin keyürtü 
umadim (Ht VU 1295) “As I met master Xuanzang at a late stage (in 
my life), I was not able to spread Buddha's teaching and practice”. m 
all such instances“57” the subordinate clause precedes the main clause. 
The content of the causal clause can be taken up by anin and/or by 
some eguivalent phrase in the main clause: a/ku nomlarig bardani 
könisincâ ukmi$ka, könisinEâ tuymiska könisindâ körmiskâ anin bo 
anvant tiltagin mân tâyrilâr uruyuti ... tep atim tâginür (Suv 540,17- 
23) “Asıl have correctly understood, correctly felt and correctly seen all 
dharmas, therefore, by this reason has my name been determined as 
“the gods? general”. Subjects of such forms are, where they are expli- 
cit, expressed cither by nominals in the nominative, by possessive suf- 
fixes in the verb form or within a genitive construction (on account of 
-ml$ being a perfect participle), having reference to the subject both in 
the genitive and in the possessive suffix of the verb form; the latter e.g. 
tört maxarad tâyrilârniy küyü közâdü tutmislariya (MaitrH XI 4v10) 
“as the four mahârâja-deities hold (him) under their protection”. 
Subjects of main and subordinate clauses can be cither different or the 
same. 

The negative counterpart of -mlSkA is -mA-yOktkA which, in tum, is 
not attested without -m4-: mân xwenftsonuy küdüm taki kâli 
tâginmâyökkâ ... ötüg bitig kilip ... idu tâgintimiz (HtPek 89 r 5-11) 
“As my, Xuanzang's, powers have not yet been restored, ... we 
endeavoured to prepare a petition and send it”. -14yOkkA is attested 
cither with subject in the nominative or with the subject appcaring as 
genitive gualifier of the head (a perfect participle) together with 
reference to him in a possessive suffix. The subject of the form may be 
the same as that of the main clause, or the two may differ. There may 
also be a generalised subject, as in fâyrikâ yagis ayifkl bermâyökkâ 
basfinf közin agritur “When one does not offer sacrifices or vows to (a) 
god, it hurts one's head and eyes” (TT VI! 25r1). In this last example 
the -yOk form could, of course, also be taken to be a headless relative 
clause referring to the subject, giving “People who don't offer ... get 
pains in their head and eyes”.655 


657 See further examples in Schulz 1978: 39-47; a few of the -m$k4 clauses which he 
considers to be temporal can be interpreted as causal as well; since causal meaning is 
undebated for most of the clauses having this suffix, this is the meaning to be under- 
stood in all uncertain instances. See section 4.633 for the dative in temporal clauses. 

“5 This latter is the translation proposed for the sentence by Röhrborn 2000: 269. 
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-mAkxtin supplies reasons for matters recounted in the main clause: 
önün körküny tâprâmâkiy bolmamaktin ... ögdi yükün& yaratgali kim 
tetingây (ETŞ 160,74-77) “In view of the fact that you have neither 
appcarance nor motion, who would dare to write a sfofra (on you)”. 
bilgâ bilig paramitig ögmâkimdin, birlâ tugmis buyan üzâ bo tinliglar 
bilgâ bilig paramitlig kâdig üzâ birtâmlâti ol kidigda târk tinzunlar 
(ETŞ 160,82-85) “As a result of my praise for the virtue of wisdom, 
may the punya which arises therewith serve to get these creatures over 
the ford of the virtue of wisdom guickly and once and for all to peace 
on the other bank (i.e. nirvâna)?. With possessive suffix referring to the 
subject and a negative verb form: bo kamag öni öyi nomlarnin 
tüzülmâkindin, öyi bolmamakindin, Ginzu tegmâ ârtöktâg Ginkertü tözi 
nân idi öyi ârmâz (Suv 383,22-384,1) “Because all these different 
dharmas are parallel and not different, their so-being true root called 
cinZu is not different at all”. The following verse has a nominal 
ablative, two ablatives of -m4k and one of -dOk all expressing 
“reasons”: adrok sâlmâ sukandig yeg tözlügüntin / atlig külüg tetrüm 
târin bolmakindin / alp tuyguluk oyarguluk ârdökindin / alko körmâk 
kör/mâjmâktin sâdilür siz (ETŞ 15,62-65) “You are special because 
you havea...root..., because you are ... deep, because feeling and 
comprehending you is hard (and) ... because you see everything and 
nothing.” 

The causal meaning can be taken up by the instrumental anin in the 
main clause, as in the following example, where üdün govems a 
verbless clause with implicit topic: bo montag üküs âdgülârnin kapigi 
ülün, anin ... samtso adari tavgağ tilindâ agtardi (Ht VU 46) “Because 
(it is) the gate of so many good things, therefore ... the master /ripifaka 
translated (it) into Chinese”. nâ ülün bilmâzlâr tep tesâr, kim ol... 
kertü töz sözlâgülüksüz nomlaguluksuz üdün, anin ani bilmâzlâr (Suv 
386-387) “If one asks why they do not know it, it is because the ... true 
root is unstatable and unteachable?, that is why they don't know it. 
With causal ablative: /ugsar ymâ yalyukta kisilârniy yerintâ, yeg 
ayaglig bolmaktin, anin tâyri tep tetirlâr (Suv 550,17-21) “Even though 
they are born among humans and in people's country, they are 
considered to be gods because they are eminentiy venerable”. 

The causal clause is introduced by kim in the first Suv example in the 
last paragraph as in the following sentence: &erfü yol oruk(k)a 
ögründün tâgininy, kim sizlâr ani üdün okitmi$ boltuyuzlar (M Til nr.7 
TI r4) “Experience the true road with Joy, as you have been called for 
(or “because of) that”. In this last example the causal cause has no 
ücün, perhaps because there already is one ücün within the clause. Thus 
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the whole subordinating task is borne by the conjunction &im in this 
case. Similarly in andama kutlug bo üd kolo... taki kutlug bo yer oron 
kim bodisavtlar bo koloda bo yer oronta .. ulag sapag nomug 
sakintilar “This time and this place are (s0) blessed because the 
bodhisattvas have thought about the law of causation at this time and 
place!” (MaitrH XV 6r5; there is another such sentence in 6v6). The 
author is here linking a state (blessedness) with an event, but the 
direction of inference is not clear: It may be that the time and place are 
blessed because of the mental-theological achievement of the 
bodhisattvas, or the writer may be giving his justification for stating 
that they are blessed. However, consecutive clauses (section 4.637) are 
also introduced by kim; the second clause may be consecutive and not 
causal if the writer is stating that the bodhisattvas perceived the chain 
of cause and effect as a result of the blessedness of that particular time 
and place. 

The sentence guoted above from M III nr.7 MI could also have been 
translated with relative kim, as “Experience the true road with joy, you 
who have been invited for that purpose'. The following sentence is 
translated with a relative subordinate clause in UW 122a: ymâ 
yegâdmâk utmak bolzun maya agdok kari petkâdi mar isoyazd maxistak 
üzâ, kim ymâ ulug amranmakin agir küsü$ün bitidim (M 128,21) “ ... 
der ich |dieses Buch| mit groBer Verehrung und mit gewaltigem Eifer 
geschrieben habe”. The clause could, however, be causal as well: “May 
I, the worthless old scribe, prevail everlastingiy through his holiness the 
maxistak 1, since Il have written it with great love and serious effort”. 

In Orkhon Turkic direct speech subordinated by /e-yin “saying? can in 
campaigned (against them) because they were not sending (tribute) 
caravans” (lit. “saying “he is not sending caravans””); another such 
instance, also with an aorist, appears in BO E39. Not far from this 
meaning is a sentence in Tufi 24: ayar ayifip bir atlig barmi$ teyin ol 
yolun yorisar und tedim “1 asked him; since (feyin “saying”) a rider had 
gone (there) it will be possible (for us) to go by that way, I said.” Other 
Orkhon Turkic clauses subordinated by /eyin (which all have volitional 
form) are ali final. 


4.636. Final clauses 

In section 4.633 we saw that the form in -g4// has a temporal meaning, 
sometimes called “abtemporal? (of stating that what is referred to in the 
main clause happened since the events of the -g4/7/ clause). The other 
important function of -g4// converbs is in final clauses, which state that 
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the content of the converbial clause is the aim of the action referred to 
in the main clause. Such clauses usually have the same subject as the 
main clause, e.g. in siyar süsi âvig barkig yulgali bardi, siyar süsi 
süyüsgâli kâlti (BO E 32) “Half of their army went to plunder the 
houses, half their army came to fight (against us); the phrase süyüsgâli 
kâl- appears also in sizlârni birlâ süyüsgâli kâlyök mân (U W 82) *I 
have come to fight against you” and yâkkâ süyüsgâli kâlti “he came to 
fight the devil(s)” (Xw 3). Cf. further asagali olormislar (M135,14-15) 
“They sat down to have a meal” and ölgâli yat- “to lie down to die”. In 
anandasiri atlig toyinka amtiki nomlarniy tamgasin oyturgali aya 
kârgâklig yevâkin ani barda tükâl anutup (BT XNI 45.2.11) “(he) 
prepared all implements necessary in order to commision the carving of 
the printing blocks of the present books by the monk named Anandasrı? 
the instigator of the carving is also the person making the preparations 
(anut-). Main and -g4/7 clause agent identity holds for 20 Manichaan 
examples collected in Zieme 1969; 163-4 and more than 15 Buddhist 
ones collected in Schulz 1978: 114-115. The function of -g4// thus 
corresponds to that of the English infinitive; I would not (thinking, e.g., 
of Latin dicere) for this reason call this form an “infinitive”, however, 
as in Nevskaya 2002. 

Rarely, final clauses with differing subject can appecar as 
complements, e.g. bizni sini algali iddi “He sent us to fetch you; in 
kaviğgali id- in Ht IV 968-969 and tilâgâli id- in Suv 636,10-12 the 
subject of the -g4/7 verb also differs from that of /d-. Our interpretation 
of Tufi 27 depends on whether there as well -g4// can have a subject 
different from the main verb: The sentence can be read cither as 
a$angali tü$ürtümüz “We had (them) dismount to have (their) meal? or 
as sanagali tüsürtümüz “We had (them) dismount to count (them). For 
the first interpretation there would be two different agents (those who 
tell others to dismount and the caters), though in fact the agents 
wouldn't have been wholly distinct because the commanders would 
also dismount and cat. 

In section 4.23 I dealt with complex verbal phrases incorporating the 
-gAlI form but showing no final or temporal content nor expressing 
such categories as actionality, ability, politeness etc.; those involving 
the verb sakin-, also mentioned there, are border cases: With 
yarmangali sakin- “to plan to climb', e.g., the climbing could be 
considered to be the aim of the planning, as going is the aim of the 
begging in bargali ötün- “to beg to go” (Ht VII 1883). If a phrase like 


ve 


yirlap taxsurup bitig bititsâr, .. (U WI 75,10) “Whichever man sings 
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and writes verses and has letters written with the intention of currying 
favour with women, ...”. sakinc is a verbal noun and pleasing women is 
described as being the objective of the thought of the putative subject 
being evoked here. 

When ücün governs clauses with nominal predicates it usually has 
causal meaning. However, the example ögi kayi kutluglar üdün âvirt- 
(BTTI 114 and elsewhere in that text) is in its context to be understood, 
I think, as “to have (it) translated (or: to have punya deflected) so that 
his parents would be blessed”, i.e. with final force. 

The meaning of the seguence -gA// üdün seems to be similar to that of 
-gAlI by itself andakya öglântürgâli ücün bir ulug sögüt üzâ agtinip 
butiklarin yalpirgaklarin sip alip ol balik üzâ ürtüp kösigâ kilip ... (Suv 
601,22-602,2) “so as to bring them (the fish) back a bit to their senses 
he climbed a big tree and plucked off its branches and leaves, spread 
them out above the fish and created a shade (over them), #nliglarnin 
köyüllârin korkitgali üğün (Maitr 11316) “in order to frighten creatures? 
hearts” or /ag sâyirin yemirgâli ücün ulug toyin ât'özin bâlgürtüp ... 
(Maitr 60 r 4-8) “so as to shatter the promontory he brought forth the 
figure of a large monkand...”. 

Both by appearance and by meaning, -g4// üdün is very similar to the 
egually common phrase with -g4//r üdün, in such examples as elig 
bâgkâ ât'özin sâvitgâlir ücün (U NI 54,17) “so as to get herself 
(physically) loved by the king”, bramanka altun yartmak bergâlir üdün 
*so as to give gold coins to the brahman” (U TIl 68,29) or katig katgi ... 
köyüllüg tinliglarig yavalturgalir üdün (Maitr fol.171r4-10) “in order to 
subdue creatures with a hard heart”. Other uses of -g4//r and its 
possible origin are discussed in section 3.285. In Maitr 132r13 the 
longer and the shorter converb alternate: #âyri fâyrisi burxan |... 
mayjtriniy âdgüsin ârdâmin fülküs tinliglarka üdintâ adgali f/...J 
bâlgürtgâlir ülün, sansiz tümân tinliglarka burxan kutiya ulug küsüs 
turgurgali ücün, köp kalin tinliglarka (thus?) tüzün maytri bodisavt 
birlâ sokusturgali üğün ... “in order to put open and show ... in order to 
evoke a yeaming towards Buddhahood ... in order to make ... meet 
rightous bodhisattva Maitreya?. -gAl/I© ödün may have been created to 
make the final content of the clauses explicit; -g4// is clearly not 
explicit, as it also has a number of other functions and meaning. 

The egually non-factive -gUtk4 (Uygur and Oarakhanid) signifies 
“so as to (do or obtain something)”, giving a final meaning to the clause 
built around it. While -g4// and the other means with final content 
discussed hitherto practically always have the subject of the main and 
subordinate clauses identical, subjects of -gsUk4 mostly differ from 
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those of the main clause. With no subject expressed or referred to we 
find, e.g.: anin ... bo stupug etâr mân ânâtkâktâ nom urguka (Ht VU 
1773) “Therefore I erect this temple for placing Indian books into it”. 
With subject in the nominative: altun öylüg yarok yaliriklig kopta 
kötrülmis bo nom ârdinig üzâliksiz on küğlüg ugrayu ukitu nomladim 
sizlâr kamag törtâgü uzati küyü közâdü tutguka (Suv 451,19-452.2) 
“This Suvargaprabhâsottamasütra I, the one with the unsurpassable ten 
powers, have taught and preached especialIy so that all four of you 
would keep and guard it for a long time”. As -gU is a projection 
participle suffix, the agent of the (here negative) -gUtkA form can also 
be introduced through a genitive construction: arig braman uguSinin 
ariti üzülmâgüsinâ adirtlig odgurak âzrua tâyri ök küğ berti (BT 
183-185) “It was clearly and obviously the god Brahma himself“59 who 
gave the power so that the pure Brahmin caste would by no means be 
discontinued”. In the following instance the context would appcar to 
indicate that the agent of the main clause and of -gUk4 should be one 
and the same: abavapur atlig nirvanlig balikka kirgükâ ân bastinki yeti 
kirk köyül öritgâylâr (BT 111 445-448) “So as to enter the nirvâna city 
called Abhavapura they will call forth the 37 very first attitudes”. 

In the following passage -gUkA and -gU üdün are used in parallel 
manner: kalisiz nizvanilarig alkguka, kalisiz biligsiz biligig tarkargu 
ülün nâtâg asaylig adroklari ârsâr tinliglarka nomlayu yarlikazun (BT 
VHI B 34-36) “In order to get the passions completely destroyed, in 
order to get ignorance completely removed, may he deign to preach to 
living beings any sorts of âsâya characteristics he possesses”. sizni 
körgü üğlün) “im order to see you” in Pothi 96 seems to be another 
instance of this latter construction. 

Here is an instance of -gUlXk ücün: bo sâkiz ulug örtlüg tamular agir 
isuylug yazoklug tinliglarka kiyfi)n kizgut ... kilguluk üdün bâlgülüg 
bolmis ârürlür (Maitr 81v3, MaitrH XXV 3r21) “These cight great 
fiery hells have come into existence for carrying out punishment ... to 
creatures with grave sins”. See p.306 for -gUlXk. 

tep “saying? subordinates not only direct speech and content of 
thought (as discussed in section 4.7) but also intentions, thus being a 
conjunction for final clauses: mayfri burxanka tusalim tep bir mayiri 
suu bâzâtdimiz “We have had the Maitreya prologue embellished in the 
hope of meeting (or “so as to meet”) Buddha Maitreya?. With the /ep 
clause to the right of the main clause we have bo iki yegirmi törlüg 


659 Thus if we read ök. Another possiblity is to read ög and translate “give sense and 
power”. 
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törösüz uzaklar bitiglârig ol biligsiz tinliglar tutarlar, adasiz tudasiz 
ârâlim tep (TT V1 260) “Those ignorant creatures observe these twelve 
types of untraditional texts and writings hoping to keep away from 
harm? or üzâki yarok tâyrilâr yarligina kudi inârlâr, kamag budunka 
öglâri tâg kanylari tâg bolzun tep (TT V1253) “Following the word of 
the bright gods above they come down, so as to be for the whole people 
like their mother and father”. Another instance with -zUn appcars in 
MaitrH XX 141r25. Note that the TT VI 260 sentence is more of a 
stretch of direct speech in that its verb is in the 1“ person plural, 
reflecting the subjects? speech; the 3'İ person singular of TT VI 253 is 
merely a mark of subordination since it would have given the wrong 
meaning if it had been uttered by the subjects. 

Very similar final clauses were already formed in Orkhon Turkic with 
teyin; here is one among the examples: bodunug igidâyin teyin yirigaru 
oguz bodun tapa, ilgârü kita tatbi bodun tapa, birigârü tavgal tapa 
ulug sü eki yegirmi sülâdim ... (KT E28, BO E23) “In order to feed the 
people I raided against the Oguz people in the north, the Kita and 
Tatbi peoples in the cast and the Chinese in the south ...'. Orkhon 
Turkic also already has an example of /ep in this function: ani afitayin 
tep sülâdim “I campaigned in order to intimidate him” (BO E41). All 
the Orkhon Turkic examples for this construction (see the index of 
Tekin 1968) have volitional verb forms in the subordinate verb; this 
appcars to be so also in Uygur. Orkhon Turkic /eyin governing an aorist 
gives causal meaning. 

Final clauses can also be subordinated by im. We find two 
constructions here, depending on whether the content is indicative or 
not. If the speaker does not express the wish that the result may take 
place, this resultant situation is expressed with the conditional: adgüg 
ayigig ymâ kerigünmi$ kârgâk, kim ken ökünmâsâr (TT V1 199) “One 
must also believe in good and bad, so that one is not sorry afterwards”; 
ymâ ögi kayi antag ögâk sav sözlâyü umagay kim ol ârn(i)n köylin 
yarotsar“©9 (M 1 15,3) “Moreover his parents will not be able to say 
such considerate words as would enlighten that man's heart”. The 
speaker may also wish the content of one of two projected situations to 
materialize so that the content of the second (which he egually hopes 
for) may also come true. We find that this content is expressed by 
linking two volitional clauses: 0/ #ülnüy tüsin adartlayu beriylâr kim 
kamag yalyuklar esidzünlâr (MaitrH XI 3r4) “Please give (pl.) details 
on the portent of that dream so that all humans may hear (it)?. With the 


“60 Archaically spelled YR'WTS'R. 
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polite 3'İ person imperative used for the 2”İ person we have bo kutsuz 
yarlikazun, tâyrim, kim ukzun bilzünlâr (TT VW1 20-21) “May he, my 
lord, for the sake of these unhappy and wretched creatures tell us the 
means to remove their heresies and sins so that they may understand 
and know”. The following, in an address to Buddha, is similar (it also 
appcars in the same text, TT VI), but both the main and the subordinate 
clauses get the preterite ofthe copula (presumabiy for politeness” sake): 
amti, tâyrim, bo montag târs tâtrü bilig lig tinliglarka köni yol orok 
körtgürü bergây ârti, kim köni yolda, köni biligdâ yorizunlar ârti, târs 
tâtrü törö kodzunlar ârti (TT V1 237-8) “1 wish you would now, my 
lord, graciously show such perversely thinking creatures the right way, 
so that they would walk along the right road and according to the right 
set of mind and should give up perverse teachings”. 

Afrin Cor, the Manich&an poet, used morphological instead of 
syntactic means to present the same content: He also linked two 
volitional clauses but put the 3'İ person imperative form of the first into 
the instrumental case, using what | take to be the blends yarlikazunin 
(the same verb as found in the TT VI instance just guoted) and 
berzünin. The passage has already been guoted and commented upon in 
section 3.231 above. 


4.637. Consecutive clauses 

Consecutive clauses, with which the speaker describes the result of the 
main clause or its justification, are generally construed analyticalIy, 
with the conjunction im. Orkhon Turkic does not have this 
conjunction; it might have had other means for forming consecutive 
clauses, but no such clauses happen to be attested in those sources. £im 
is also (among other tasks) used for introducing causal clauses; section 
4.635 guoted a sentence whose subordinate clause could be interpreted 
cither as causal or as consecutive. In nâ mun tak bolti kim antag tâyri 
tâg ârdni tâg ögüküyüzni ölüm yeriyâ idur siz! (KP 24,1-4) “What 
calamity has taken place that you are sending such a jewel-like, god- 
like darling of yours to a place of death!” the superordinate clause is a 
rhetorical guestion. 

In the following sentence the £im clause is also consecutive and has a 
structure similar to the one just guoted: nâ kârgâk bolti kim anda 
âmgânip bo yerkâ kâltiniz? “What necessity arose that you went to the 
trouble to come to this place?” (KP 47,3). Thus also in bo finliglar nâ 
ayig kilin& kilmislar ârki, kim bo montag azunta tugup ... “What sin are 
these creatures said to have committed, that they were bor into such 
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an existence and ...?” (MaitrH XX 1v20) and kimlâr ârki bolar? nâ 
alyijg kilinE kiltilar ârki, kim montag yürâk yarilindig ömgâk tolgak 
tâginürlâr? (MaitrH XXV 2v21) “Who might these be? What sin might 
they have comitted, that they experience such heart-rending suffering”. 
The main and subordinate clauses of these two Maitr examples have 
their subjects in common, so that one can see how they could have 
evolved from relative clauses with kim. 

I have come across one instance of what | take to be a synthetic 
consecutive clause; its verb has the converb suffix -e4//, which is 
otherwise used with final or temporal meaning or as supine: In kimni 
ücün mini montag âmgâtgâli busi bertiy? (DKPAMPb 840) “For whom 
have you given me as alms to cause me so much pain” | take mini 
montag âmgât- to be not the aim but the result of the main action; this 
is what the context seems to demand. 


4.64. Conditlional and concessive sentences 


The conditional construction uses the converb ending in -s4r in the 
subordinate clause,6©! other sorts of causal relations being egualiy 
expressed by converbial means. It signifies “if, e.g. in agi barim 
alkinsar el törö nâdük tutar biz “If the treasures were used up, how 
would we uphold the state?” (KP 9,2); ol altun tagka tâgsâr siz, kök 
lenxwa körgây siz “If you reach that golden mountain you will see blue 
lotuses? (KP 38,1). Contextual converbs can occasionally have condi- 
tonal meaning, e.g. yanmi$ta oglanlarimni bulmatin yalayuz âlvirgü 
tâg bolur mân (BT XM1 2,47) “If 1 do not find find my children when | 
come back, all alone I would get insane”. One could, of course, have 
translated as “Not finding my children ... I would get insane”, but the 


ve 


xe .. 


nomlagli nomdig örlâtgâli sakin sakinsar, bo arvi$sig sözlâzün (TT V1 
374) “If any wrongdoers have the intention of annoying the teacher 
preaching this teaching and speli, let him pronounce this spell” the 
subject of the conditional clause is gualified by the indefinite human 
pronoun kim. 

The -s4r form can also signify “secing that” (or “inasmuch as”), e.g. 
tâyri basmasar, yer tâlinmâsâr, türk bodun, elinin törögün kâöm artati 
udadi ârti? (KT 1E22) “Secing that the sky has not pressed down (upon 


661 Ellipse of the main clause is possible, e.g. in sakinu tâginsâr biz “If we presume to 
think (about it)”: This comes to introduce a train of reasoning in Ht VII 231. A highiy 
common ellipse occurs with nâ ücün tep tesâr, literally “If one says “Why?”: This is 
used as when one says, in English “Why? Because ...” as a rhetorical figure. 
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you and) the carth has not opened (beneath you), oh Turk nation, who 
could have been able to destroy your land and your government?” 
Similarly in Buddhist MaitrH XV 10r6:6 ayagka tâgimlig mayiri 
bodisavt ... özi t(a)rsand(a)riti ârsâr ymâ yiti sikiz bilgâ biligin ulag 
sapig nomug tetrü körüp .. “m as much as he is himself a 
darsanacarita (one who has attained insight), the venerable bodhisattva 
Maitreya with his sharp wisdom also sees clearly the rule of causation 
and ...”. İn such sentences the truth of the condition is presupposed. 
Sometimes We come across concessive use, such content being made 
explicit only by the meaning of the lexemes used and by the pragmatic 
demands of the context; e.g. with bosgunsarlar tiylasarlar in bo 
inmelun Sastr ârsâr ârtiyü târiy alp tüpkârgülük ârür; yinegâ yörügin 
kim bar ârsâr tetiglâr key biligliglâr bosgunsarlar tiylasarlar üküsin 
bilü umazlar (At VTİ 155) “As for this Ying ming lun $âsfra, it is 
exceedingiy profound and hard to fathom; even if any of the clever and 
broad-minded people study it or listen to it, they cannot understand 
most of its subtle definitions.” With yâ “also? the meaning can be a bit 
different: savi az ârsâr ymâ tözüg keyürtdâği ârür (Ht VNI 37) 
“Although its words are few, it is an exposition of the (central) 
principle?. The following sentence, with w-ma- in the main clause as in 
the previous Ht example and with an indefinite pronoun in the 
conditional clause, is clearly also concessive: ymâ nâdâ otadi otin birlâ 
kâlsâr ani otayu umagay (M 1 15,7) “Even if any number of doctors 
come with their herbs they will be unable to cure him”. Oarakhanid 
nâcâ mâ compares with ymâ nâcâ of the Manichaan example: nâdâ mâ 
ulisa (OB 1371) “however much he howls”; nâdâ mâ oprak kâdök ârsâ, 
yagmurka yarar (DLT fo1.461) “However shabby and worn it (a cloak) 
may be, it is useful against rain”. Schinkewitsch 1926: 77 guotes a 
number of concessive clauses introduced by nâcâ mâ from Rabğüzi. 
There is no need to make “concessive clauses” into a special 
grammatical class in Uygur, (as done e.g. by Ş. Tekin 1965: 49-50), as 
there are no clear-cut formal means of expression put to use for this 
purpose, and as “although”, “even if”, “secing that”, “inasmuch as” etc. 
are distinguished mainly by context. Still, as e.g. Ş. Tekin's examples 
in the passage mentioned show, -s4Ar ymâ is a fairly dependable sign of 
concessive use in Uygur, while concessive clauses appcar to have often 
been introduced by nâdâ mâ in Muslim sources. What is common to all 
these contents is that the subordinate clause spells out a presupposition. 


662 The doubts expressed by the editors in footn.39 to the translation of the text are 


groundless; there is no problem around this use of the conditional form. 
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-sAr forms can also introduce temporal clauses, as documented in 
section 4.633. This is often the case when the context allows only a 
factive interpretation. In other cases, some of them guoted in that 
section, both a temporal and a conditional interpretation of the clauses 
is possible, and the difference seems to be blurred. Here is one such 
sentence allowing both interpretations: /urmi$ törö ol: bo kunduylarnin 
bâgi yakin bolmasar amranmak nizvani olarni artokrak örlâtür “It is an 
established rule: When / Whenever / If the husbands of these women 
are away, the passion of lechery excites them a lot” (U 111 81,25). 

Conditional clauses are sometimes introduced by apam “now? 663 
(apay in Oarakhanid), kadan “at some point in time”, kalti “if, for 
instance? or (only Uygur) birök “however?. Sometimes we find the 
elements kali or k(a)lti opening conditional clauses; kalfi appecars to 
signify “for one” in kalfi birök altun tilgânlig dakravart eliglâr xanlar 
nâcâkâ tâgi yertindüdü fârsârlâr, andaka tâgi/ yeti ârdinilâri ymâ 
yitlinmâzlâr yokadmazlar. kadan birök dakravart elig kada kiyilguda 
ârsâr, ötrö yeti ârdinilâri ymâ özin ök yitlinürlâr yokadurlar (Suv 
395,12-17) “As long as, for one, the golden wheeled cakravartin kings 
are on carth, their seven diamonds will not disappcar; if, however, a 
cakravartin king should, at any time, be about to go and die, then his 
seven diamonds will also by themselves be annihilated?”. The following 
passages have more than one of these particles: apam birök bo 
ât'özümin titsâr mân, ötrö ... bardani titmis idalamis bolur mân (Suv 
614,15) “Now ifl should give up this body of mine, however, I would 
then have given up and renounced everything”. Here is a conditional 
sentence with kali from DLT f0l.548: kâlsâ kali katiglik, ârtâr teyü 
tirângil “1£ hardships should come, say it will pass and be steadfast”. 

The second sentence of the Suv passage just guoted has the 
construction (birök) ... -gUĞA ârsâr “if it gets to the point that ... 
happens”, cf. also birök tükâl (bilgüldâ ukguca ârsâr (Ht VW 156) “In 
case, however, one should reach the level of knowing (it) and 
understanding it fully ...”. In Suv 533,15 the Skt. Petersburg ms. has 
uksarlar where an (older) Berlin ms. writes uk-u u-guda ârsârlâr. C£. 
further: birök ol küsâmis küsüsi kanmaguda ârsâr ikilâyü yana asnuki 
törölâ kilsun; kadan küsüsi kanguca ârsâr ... (Suv 362,14) “In case his 
wish should not attain fulfillment, however, let him carry out the 
mentioned procedures again; if, at some point, it turns out that his wish 
does reach fulfillment ...?; bodisatvlar maxasatvlar munulayu bilgüğâ 


663 Not as the time adverb but corresponding to the English particle which is its 
homophone; German nun. Nevertheless apam may come from ap*tam, < *am “now”. 
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ârsârlâr ... (Suv 204,2) “Imsofar as the bodhisattvas and mahasttvas are 
as knowledgable as this, ...”.964 

In the instances mentioned above, there was either -s4r added to 
verbal stems or ârsâr added to nominals or to the -gUcA4 form. -sAr is 
aspectually unmarked; complex forms are used for specification. If the 
event being referred to precedes the moment of speaking or the time of 
the main event, ârsâr is added to a -d/ form: amrak oglum ölti ârsâr 
munuy yüzin ymâ körmâyin (KP 67,7) “If my dear son has died, let me 
not see the face of this (other) one”. The aorist followed by ârsâr brings 
an outlook for the future: yarlig bolmaz ârsâr bo yerdâ yatayin (KP 
19,7) “If no command should be forthcoming, let me lie down in this 
place?; yok ârsâr instead of bolmaz ârsâr would have concerned the 
speaker's present. With the following instance the speaker is applying 
toa sort of oracle: yanfuru öz ulusum/kafJ barip adasiz âsân tâgir ârsâr 
mân, bo xualig psak bodfisatvjnin idok elgintâ turzun (At 11 919) “TET 
am to retum to my own country and arrive there safe and sound, may 
this wreath cling to the bodhisattva (statue)'s holy hand”. Numerous 
examples for -m/$ ârsâr are mentioned in UW 403b (Ş19e of the entry), 
e.g. abidarim tâyri burxan yarlikamis ârmâsâr (Abhi A 84al11) “If the 
divine Buddha had not created abhidharma, ..'. The negative 
counterpart of -m/$ is here -mAdOk: köz ârklig artamadok ârsâr (Abhi 
B 64a12) “If the sense of sight has not gotten impaired, ...”. 

When the condition is irreal, the main verb has to be followed by âr- 
fi, the subordinate clause normally shows -/ ârsâr (or other 
appropriate persons of the preterite form):“©5 birök ayar sizlâr kârgâk 
boltuyuzlar ârsâr sizlârni eligây ârdi (U WI 69,25) “If it had turned out 
that he needed you (pl.), he would have fetched you (but in fact it was 
me whom he snatched away)”. A sentence with -m4d/ ârsâr in the 
subordinate clause and -mAdll4r ârti in the main clause appears in 
MaitrH 1 1v7-12. A further irreal sentence, with bulmadilar ârsâr and 
bolgay ârti, is guoted in UW 405a. In the following the main clause 
contains a 3"İ person imperative, because the speaker would have liked 
the proposition to come true: ğliti kâlmis azoki alkanmadi. ârsâr, 
yersuvda uzun yasadi ârsâr üküs ögründü mânyü sizni birlâ körzün ârti 


664 Another example for -gUc4 ârsâr is attested in Ht II 713. The Suv uses the 
construction with ör- in 376,4 and 14, with âsid- in 86,13 and 99,19, with sözlâ- in 
537,5, with bo/- in 376,8, with /ug- in 374,17, 19 and 22, with ornangali u- in 462.6, 
with yadil- in 91,21 and with yolat- in 87,22. C£. also UW 407a. 

665 In Turkish -s4 idi or Rabgüzi's -s4 ârdi (documented by Schinkewitsch 1926: 93 Ş 
148) irreal conditions are instead expressed by the conditional of the lexical verb and 
the preterite of the copula.. 
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(MHI nr.5 r9-12) “If the provisions which he brought along had not 
been used up, if he had lived a long life on carth, he would have en- 
joyed a lot of happiness together with you (but unfortunately he died). 

The sentence can be irreal even if the subordinate verb is not preterite, 
if the then operative condition is still considered to be valid at the time 
of speaking; kutlug bodis(a)vilar ârmâsâr bo yerkâ nây tâgmâgây ârti 
(KP 45,3-5) “If he weren't a blessed bodhisativa he would not have 
been able to reach this place at all (but in fact he did)”. Three further 
instances with the same sets of verb phrases are guoted in UW 404-5 
($23a of the entry). This holds already, with the forms kazganmasar, in 
Orkhon Turkic Tuü 59: Elferi$ xagan kazganmasar, yok ârti ârsâr, bân 
özüm bilgâ Tuokok kazganmasar bân yok ârtim ârsâr, Kapgan xagan 
Türk Sir bodun yerintâ bod ymâ bodun yemâ kisi yemâ idi yok ârtâdi 
ârti “If Elteri$ kagan were not victorious, if he had perished, if I myself, 
the wise Tuüokok, were not victorious, if I had perished, there would 
not have remained any nation or tribe or person in the place of the Türk 
Sir nation”. The unrealised future in the past appecars in the main 
clauses of all such sentences in Orkhon Turkic and Uygur. 

If the subject of a -sAr form is evident from the context, it may not be 
overtly expressed at all, e.g. the second sentence in esân tükâl tâggây 
siz. inlip kayu kün burxan kutin bulsar, meni titmây (KP 40,7) “You 
will arrive safe and sound. If (you) thereupon some day attain 
Buddhadom, do not forsake me?. Uygur -s4r forms with no explicit 
subject can also have a variable as subject, “one? in English: /uZif tâyri 
yerintâki yil sanin sanasar ... tört min yil ârtdi “if one reckons by the 
years of the Tuşita country of the gods, 4000 years ... have passed”; /i$i 
kisinin yilin sanagu ârsâr bisaminni ba$slap sanagu ol (TT WU nr.12,3) 
“If one is to count the years of a female person (i.e. for astrological 
purposes) one must count by starting from Vaisravana”. There is an 
important difference between a variable, where “anyone” is meant, and 
general reference, which applies to “everyone”, as described in the next 
section; the first remains unexpressed while generalised reference is 
expressed by indefinite pronouns. In BlattRun 14-18 and 27-28 we 
have both gapping and kâm “whoever”: kalti yürüy taSag“© alsar, 
kizilsig suv yünsâr ol ta$ig özi üzâ tutsar kopka utgay ... ta$iy suvi yasil 
bolsar kâm özintâ tutsar agulug kurt koyuz adartu umaz “If one takes 
the white stone, for instance, and there emerges a reddish liguid and 
one keeps that stone on oneself, one will prevail at everything. ... If the 
liguid of the stone should be green, whoever keeps it with himself, 


666 Accusative suffix with vowel lowered by the /g/; see section 2.402. 
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poisonous Worms and beetles will not be able to harm hin”. In the 
second sentence a conditional clause and the correlative type of 
sentence described in the next section appear in parallel, making a 
fitting link between this and that one. 

If the speaker wants the addressee to make the condition come true, 
he can — as in many other languages — put it into the imperative mood, 
thereby making a merely implicit condition: bir âki atlig yavlakin üğün 
kara bodunum öltün yetdin; yana icik, ölmâi yetmâdi sân (SU E5) 
“Because of the wickedness of one or two knights you perished, o my 
people; submit again and (if you do that) you will neither die nor 
perish”. The standard conditional formulation would have been *yana 
iciksâr (sân), ölmâci yetmâci sân. 

The meaning of the following, with nâdâ but without the conditional 
form, is close to being concessive: bo mamika kizniy ât'özi ymâ bâksiz 
mâyüsüz ol, nâcâ ymâ körtlâ körki mâyizi ol (TT X 545) “Now the 
body of this girl Mamika is as weak and transient as her shape and 
appcarance is beautiful.” This is a way of saying that her body is 
transient al/#/hough she is beautiful. #ömgâsin ücün in Maitr 212 (#ömgâsi 
ücün in parallel MaitrH Y 11a6) is by the context shown to signify 
“even though they are foolish” and not “because they are foolish”. If this 
is not an error on the part of the writer, it shows that matters which are 
“not a hindrance? could also be represented by the causal postposition. 


4.65. Correlative relativisatlon 


Uygur (like many other Turkic languages) has a two-clause sentence 
pattern in which the subordinate clause contains or consists of an 
interrogative-indefinite pronoun and a verb form in -sAr, to which there 
is explicit (demonstrative) or implicit resumptive reference in the main 
clause. Constructions consisting of an indefinite pronoun * âörsâr with 
no correlate, as in özlüg Ölürüp kimkâ ârsâr âdgü kilu umaz (U W 
C122-3) “One cannot do good to anybody by killing living beings” are 
discussed in section 3.134 (on interrogative-indefinite pronouns). 

The construction has two distinct uses: In what appcars to have been 
the primary use, the pronoun serves as a variable argument, the content 
of the main clause being understood to apply for any value of that 
variable. It would be wrong to speak of a relative pronoun in such 
cases, as that would obscure the indefinite — variable status of this 
element. The resulting content is eguivalent to generalising 
relativisation. In the second use, the variable has only one value, 
referred to by the demonstrative of the main clause. The adverbial use 
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of indefinite — demonstrative correlations, e.g. when the subordinate 
clause has nâdâ here meaning “in the measure that”, are again a 
different matter, dealt with last in this section. 

A simple example for the first use mentioned above is Oarakhanid 
tavar kimnig*“” üklisâ bâglik ayar kârgâyür “Whoever acguires much 
wealth, being a bâg befits him”. The variable is the possessor of the 
subject ((avar “wealth”) in the subordinate clause but the dative object 
in the main clause; &imniy and ayar are correlated. The main 
proposition is said to hold for whatever person's fortune grows (ükli-). 
The content can also be translated into a conditional construction: “If 
anybody acguires much wealth, it befits him to become a bâg. 
Similarly in /a/kan kimnig bolsa ayar bâkmâs katar (DLT fol. 221) “He 
who has roasted barley mixes it with syrup'. Here the main and 
subordinate clauses share the subject in English though not in 
Çarakhanid: In the sentence as it stands, ayar refers back not to k£imnig 
but to falkan. Uygur: kimnin tamari yogun bolsar kanagi yenil (TT VU 
42,3) “If somebody has thick veins, it is easy to let his blood” and 
kimdâ birök kertgün& bar ârsâr ol kisi temin din kisi tetir (TT V B 112- 
113) “Whoever possesses faith, however, that person is straightway 
called a true person”. An instance of a correlation kimniy ... aniy 
appcars in TT X 273-274. kimkâ is attested in a correlative sentence in 
U MI 76,16. Mmterestingiy, the majority of the instances with obligue 
indefinite pronouns in the conditional clause of this construction are 
construcd around kim “who” and not any other interrogative-indefinite 
pronoun, no doubt because of the saliency of humans above other 
entities. 

In the examples guoted, the indefinite pronoun was in the genitive, 
the locative or the dative case. Normally, it is in the nominative case 
and (perhaps for that reason) often appcars at the beginning of the 
subordinate clause; this is not surprising as this relative element of the 
subordinate clause is normally also the subject of the main clause: £im 
ölüt ölürgüdü ârsâr, ol ayig kilin& tüsin kântü özi asayur (U W C 119- 
121) “Whoever is a murderer, he will himself suffer the result of that 
sim. birök “however” is used also here, e.g. kim birök tâyri burxannay 
bir pla)dakda tânlig nom bilir ârsâr, ol kâlip elig bâgkâ sözlâzün (UNİ 
29,16) “However, let anybody who knows even as little as one line of 
the divine Buddha's teaching come and tell it to the king?. In £im mintâ 
ken okisar mini atayu yarlikasunlar (M 129,16-30,18) “May whoever 
recites it after me graciously evoke my name? the plural form of the 


“67 Dissimilated from kimnin, the genitive form, as happens in the DLT. 


SYNTAX 501 


main verb reflects the assumption that the text will be recited by more 
than one person; there is no resumptive pronoun here, this plural suffix 
in fact taking care of anaphoric reference. Cf. faloy ögüzkâ kirür sizlâr. 
kim ölüm adaka korksar yoriylar (KP 32,3), which signifies “You are 
entering the ocean. If anyone (of you) is afraid of death or danger, you 
may leave'; or: “Any one (of you) who is afraid of death or danger may 
leave”. 

With kayu we have e.g. kayu korkindsiz yiyak ârsâr ol yiyakta turkaru 
bizni uduzup eltdin (U W C 83) “Whichever was the fearless direction, 
in that direction did you always lead us”; the word kayu in this example 
is not adnominal but the predicate of a downgraded nominal sentence 
whose topic is korkin&siz yiyak. 

In the examples guoted, the variable consisted of the interrogative- 
indefinite pronoun by itself; it may also be a noun phrase containing 
such a pronoun (nâgü sakin and nâ busus in the following two 
examples): nâgü sakin& sakinsar sân, bütmâz (TT VU 28,4) “Whatever 
plans you are considering, they will not materialize”. In amfi 
köyülündâki nâ bususuny sakindiy ârsâr ... irak tarkargil (TT X 136) 
“Get rid of any sorrow or worry there is in your heart...” we have the 
verb âr- expressing existence. Note that there was no resumptive 
pronoun in the main clause in these examples.6©€© With an adnominal 
indefinite pronoun and a correlate in the main clause, e.g. kayu kisi ög 
kan köylin bertsâr, ol tinlig tamuluk bolur (KP 9,5) “Any person who 
breaks the heart of his parents, that creature becomes a candidate for 
hell?. When the speaker assumes that more than one entity answers the 
description he gives, he can take up reference to them in the plural in 
his subseguent text (as already in two previously guoted examples for 
this construction): kim yerdi suvdi kâmici bar ârsâr, ymâ kâlzün, teginig 
âsân tükâl kâlürzünlür (KP 23.,4-7) “Whatever guides, pilots or seamen 
there are, let them come, then, and bring the prince back safe and 
sound”. This construction has been called the “intemally headed 
strategy? of relativization, as the antecedent appears within the relative 
and not within the main clause. 

Multiple generalising indefinite-interrogative pronouns are possible: 
kayu nâcâ ulug eliglârkâ xanlarka yazmis ölümdilâr ârsâr ... kayu nâdâ 
117,4— 118,4) “Whichever and as many as there are people condemned 
to death for having sinned towards kings and rulers, ... creatures 


668 Therefore, ol in the U IV example just guoted need not be resumptive with refer- 
ence to the murderer but could also gualify the phrase ayig kilinc. 
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exhausted and weakened through the suffering of hunger and thirst...; 
kim kayu âr ... bitig bititsâr, ... kenki aZunlarda tuga tâglök bolur (U NI 
75,10) “Whoever, whichever man ... gets letters written ..., he will be 
bom blind in subseguent lives”. 

In the following example (also with two indefinite pronouns but here 
not used adnominally, and an imperative in the main clause) the 
resumptive element is again not just a pronoun but the near-pronominal 
phrase ol kisi: kim kayu küsâsâr Ketumati kânttâki ... kutlug tfinliglar 
ara âtizü olorup asagali, birlâ olorup mâyilâgâli, ol kisi âdgü kiline 
kilzun (Maitr) “Whoever wishes to enjoy residing among the blessed 
creatures of Ketumati and to make music, to sit together and be happy, 
that person should perform good deeds”. In a sentence in Manicha&an M 
MI nr. 8 VII 12-4 the generalising kanyu (thus!) kisi kim is again taken 
up by resumptive ol kisi; note that o/ kisi is, through left dislocation, 
kept in the nominative instead of the genitive case which it would be in 
by its task in the main clause: kanyu kisi kim bo yarokun ârmâkfig) 
k(â)ntü köyülin idrâ tarimi$ ârsâr, ol kisi b(âllgüsi antag ârür: “Any 
(kanyu) person who (kim) has planted inside his own heart this 
existence with light, that person's mark is as follows”. Uygur and 
English structures are here identical. 

When the resumptive pronoun is replaced or accompanied by some 
word signifying “all”, the reference is no longer a variable as it covers 
the group as a whole. In such instances the pronoun of the subordinate 
clause is not placed in the beginning; 40/p sansar ifdi/ntâki tinl(i)glarig 
nâcâ âmgâtgülük tolgakguluk erintürgülük busanturguluk islâr 
küdüglâr ârsâr, barda öpkâ bilig fiJyli)n tâtrülmâktin töröyür bâlgürâr 
(TT 1,2 41-46) “However many matters there may be for which to 
cause pain and affliction to all the creatures“© in samsara, all (0f them) 
come into existence and appcar as a conseguence of perversion by 
anger?. Note that the previous sentence had barda instead of a 
resumptive pronoun; in the following sentence, the two appcar 
together: ani körüp kamag kasi kadasi baslap kim ol törödâ yigilmis 
nâdâ kisilâr ârti ârsâr olar barda korkup bâlinlâp irak tâzdilâr kadtilar 
(Suv 5,8) “Secing that, whatever persons there were, foremost among 
them all his family, who had assembled at that ceremony, they all got 
very frightened and fled far away”. kim “who? here serves as relative 
pronoun in addition to nâdâ; I consider such &im to be the bridge for the 
emergence of kim as relative conjunction, documented in section 4.612. 


“69 Note that this part of the subordinate clause appears before the correlative 
pronoun, as in the example from U Tl just guoted; nâcâ has, | think, been brought 
forward to stress the verbs âmgât- tolgat- etc.. 
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There we guoted the sentence /ün sayu ... montag sakind kilsar alku 
tinliglar bo dyan sakindlig kisig kim körsâr burxanig körmis tâg sâvâr 
taplayur ayayur agirlayurlar “T£ he meditates in this way every night, 
all creatures who see this meditating person will love, appreciate and 
honour (him) as if they had seen Buddha” (TT V A 113). If this is 
understood to be generalising, the translation is “all creatures, whoever 
sees this meditating person, ...”; the resumptive pronoun (translated as 
“him”) is implicit. 

In the following example, where kayutin siynar “which direction” and 
antin sinar “that direction” are in correlation, we find the secondary use 
to which the construction is put (referred to in the beginning of this 
section): ol fâyri urisi ... tavranu kayutin siyar tâyrilâr eligi xormuzta 
tâyri ârsâr, antin siyar yakin barip ... adaklarinta töpösi üzâ yükünüp 
... Inca tep sözlâdi (U 1 29, 19-21) “that divine boy hurriediy went into 
the direction in which the king Indra, the king of kings was, bowed to 
him by putting his head on the ground before his feet and said the 
following;:?. By content, the noun “direction? is gualified by the clause 
“in which Buddha, the king of kings was”; Buddha was in a specific 
place and there is no variable as in other examples guoted in this 
section. 

With nâdâ and nâfâg the subordinate clause is adverbial and no 
longer has any affinity with relativisation: nâdâ bo ... tâyrilâr tâyri 
katunlari ... üd ârtürürlâr ârsâr, nâlâ nâdâ k$an üdlâr ârtsâr, anla 
anda ... tâyri mânilâri ârtâr barir (Maitr 103v4-10 — MaitrH X 1r14) 
“In the measure that these ... gods and goddesses spend time ..., and... 
the moments pass, in that same measure do their ... divine pleasures 
gradually get lost”; kayi xan ögi katun ... oglina nâdâ aytsar nân kiginö 
bermâdök “However much his father the king and his mother the gucen 
asked their son, he gave no answer at all? (ChristManManus, 
Manich&an ms. Ov11); this last has concessive content. nâfâg is about 
manner and not about guantity: nâfâg taplasar inda kilsun (U Ul 46,1- 
2) “Let him do as he likes”; nâfâg siz yarlikasar siz, antag ok kilu 
tâginâyin (MaitrH XXV 3r7) “1 will venture to act in whatever way you 
order (me) to”. The content and form of a sentence in U MI 47,11 is 
very similar to the last one. nâfâg clauses can also be comparative (cf. 
the end of section 4.632). In section 4.634 we deal with the correlative 
pairs nâdâkâ tâgi ... andaka tâgi and kayu üdün ... ol üdün; these form 
temporal sentences which are also rather unlike relativization. 

The first clause in the following sentence appears to be a correlative 
construction with no -s4r form: yerfinlüdâki nâcâ ulug yayi künlâr 
bar, nân bo yayi kün birlâ az ülüsdâkiyâ / (ms. TU MO 62 — U 5088 
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guoted in the note to BT V 438) “Whatever there are of great New Days 
in this world, by no means do they JhaveJ even the slightest part |in 
common| with this New Day”. The clauses &im yerdi suvdi kâmici bar 
ârsâr (KP 23,4), kim bar ârsâr tetiglâr key biligliglâr (At VU 155) 
and kimdâ birök kertgünc bar ârsâr (TT V B 112-113) guoted above 
show the seguence bar ârsâr; nevertheless the BT V instance with bar 
alone need not be an error: In the previous section | guoted a 
concessive sentence with yâcâ also lacking the -s4r form. 


4.7. Direct speech 


The most wide-spread procedure for guoting speech or thought is to 
have the unchanged content followed by the verb /e- “to say”, by the 
guotative element /e-p or by both: £im “taloyka barayin ” tesâr kiriylâr 
(KP 22,2) “If anybody says “Vd like to go to sea”, (then) go (pl.)!”; öz 
kilinGim mâni inda âmgâtür tep (TT V1 15) “They do not know and 
understand their own ignorant and wrong actions so as to say “My own 
actions which I commited in a previous existence make me suffer this 
much”; “sân nâdük oztuy ” tep tesâr “bir kâmi siyokin tuta üntüm” tep 
tedi (KP 54,4) “When he said “How did you save yourself?” he (i.e. the 
other one) said “I got out by holding on to a piece of the ship(wreck)”. 
galti in yarokli karali kalti katilmis ... tepân biltimiz (Xw 137) “We 
know how light and darkness were mixed? is also an interrogative 
element; the passage Xw 134-138, finally, has three instances of the 
phrase fepân biltimiz subordinating a number of instances of the 
interrogatives nâ “how”, nâdâ ötrö “for what reason? and kim “who”. 
The use of inscriptional /e- did not differ from Uygur usage. Where 
Uygur has /e-p, runiform inscriptions have /e-yin, formed with a 
different converb suffix; both are used together with verbs of hearing, 
saying or thinking such as âSid-, bil-, sakin- or fe- itself. m the 
following instance from Tufil W2-3 the guotation is preceded by anda 
“thus” referring to it and by the verb of saying; fâyri anda temi$ ârin&: 
xan bertim ... “The heavens presumably spoke as follows: “1 gave you a 
king ...”. anda refers to direct speech both anaphorically and 
cataphorically in Tuü I S5: anfa ötrü kaganima ötüntüm; anda ötüntüm.: 
“.. .” anda ötüntüm. “Thereupon I addressed my king; this is how | 
addressed (him): ©... .” This is how I addressed (him).” Im anfa afiig kisi 
anda bosgurur ârmi$: “...” tep anda bosgurur ârmis (KT S7-BO N5) 
“There, evil people used to advise (them) as follows: “... .” Speaking 
thus they used to advise (them).” savi anfag “His speech (was) to this 
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effect” is a cataphoric phrase used several times in the Tufi inscription. 
In the following instance of direct speech the topic biz is a postcelitic to 
the predicate: kântü özümüzni küntâ ayda öyi biz tedimiz ârsâr (Xw) “If 
we said about ourselves “We are not related to sun and moon”..... 
kântü özümüzni is part of the matrix clause, put into the accusative case 
as done with subjects of verbal sentences dealt with as indirect speech 
(section 4.622). 

The following Manich&an passage shows several interwoven 
guotation strateglies: “S(Hmnug nâcüklâti ölürdi” tep sezik aytsar ina 
kegin& bergil: “S(i)mnu öz tilin tâgsürüp kamag yâklârkâ inda tep 
tanuklayu sav berdi: 'sizlârdâ almis agu xormuzta tâyrikâ atgay mân 
.. tedi...” (M119,10-20,2) “If somebody puts to you the guestion: 
“How did he (i.e. Ohrmizd) kill the Devil?” give the following answer: 
“Changing his own words, the devil made the following confession to 
all the demons: “TI will shoot the poison which | got from you at the god 
Hormuzta...”hesaid....” Inthe first case /ep is followed not by /e- but 
by the verb phrase sezik ayt- also denoting speech: It signifies “to ask a 
guestion”. In the second case (which includes the third and is of a type 
we have not mentioned hitherto) the guotation is preceded by the 
cataphoric demonstrative inca and another verb phrase denoting speech 
while, in the third, it is preceded by inca tep and a third verb phrase 
denoting speech (fanuklayu sav ber- “to confess”) and followed by /e- 
di. Here is another involved instance; it has three tiers of guotation one 
within the other: samtso adari sözlâdi: “vibakida sözlâyür: “«kün tâyri 
nâgü üdün cambudvip ulu$ug tâgzinü yorir» tep tesâr kegin& berür: 
«karayku kararigig tarkargu ücün tâgzinü yorir» ' tep. mâniy 'barayin' 
tep sakinmakim ymâ bo yörügkâ eyin bolgu ücün sakinur mân” tep tedi 
(Ht 1181-189) “Xuanzang said: “In the Vimalakirtinirdesasütra it says: 
«If one says “For what purposes does the sun circumvent the world?” 
the answer is “It circumvents it to dispell the dark blackness”.» My 
upholding of my intention to go is also so as to accord with this view.” 
The following is an instance of a yes/no guestion incorporated both by 
a cataphoric demonstrative and /ep: ani bilmâdi, önf/râki/ âvirgüdilâr 
uzikin yörügin tükâl kiltilar mu ârki tep (Ht VI 870-2) “He did not 
know whether previous translators had rendered text and meaning in 
their completeness”. 

Direct speech can also be used as a nominal attribute within a noun 
phrase, provided the head is a deverbal noun denoting thought or 
speech, as in /asra yoriyur teyin kü e$idip (KT E12) “Hearing the 
rumour that he had marched out”; the converb may here have been used 
adnominally. In Buddhist TT VB 3 there is a sentence in which a 
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complex expression subordinated by /ep is adnominal to yörüg 
“interpretatilon”. âfözlâriyâ asiglig likzir tep bitig bitiyür (TT V1 257) 
signifies “They write that for them useful book called “calendar” 
shows /ep in a naming function. 

teyin / tep can be absent: “kim kayu ... iglig agriglig ömgâklig 
tinl(i)glar bar ârsâr olarni ymâ ene kilayin” sakinin oron oron sayu 
kâzâ yoriyur ârkân (Suv 603,5-8) “roaming around at all places with 
the intention of putting at their case whatever sick and suffering 
creatures there are?.99 In BT VII B41-48 there is a passage in which 
sakinmak “imagining? is immediately preceded by a sentence with 
finlig)iar “creatures” as subject and predicates ending in köfürü furur 
“keep holding up', igârü turur “keep introducing” and büfürü turur 
“keep carrying out”, as content of thought. 

Rarely, we find the content of speech subordinated by the particle 
kim: ötündilâr kim kâlürmis ârdilâr üc törlüg közün& “They said they 
had brought three types of present” (U 1 6,14, Magjer, a Christian text); 
â$sidü yarlikazun edim-a, kim mâniny bo âtözümin esirkâgüm idi kâlmâz 
(Suv 608,23) “Hear please, dear brother, that I do not wish to spare this 
body of mine”.67! In both examples, the object clauses which were the 
objects of the verbs öfün- “to say respectfully? and â$idü yarlika- “to 
deign to listen? followed the main clause. Old Turkic does not appear to 
subordinate any other type of object clauses with kim. 

To sum up the means for direct guotation in Uygur: /e- and /ep are 
always preceded by cither the guotation itself or by a demonstrative 
referring to it; /e- can be preceded by /ep. Other verb phrases denoting 
oral communication have /ep to follow it or a demonstrative pronoun 
or, rarely, the particle k£im to precede it in order to govern direct speech. 
Another rare possibility is to have an abstract denoting “thought? follow 
its content without any sign of subordination. The most common way 
to guote direct speech is by merely having it followed by the seguence 
tep te-. Indirect speech, i.e. guoted speech or thought incorporated into 
its context, is dealt with in section 4.622 on object clauses. 

In Turkic languages, the strategy of direct speech is not used only for 
guoting; there is no actual guoting e.g. in yarokli karali kalti katilmis ... 
tepân biltimiz (Xw 135-6) “we know how light and darkness were 
mixed” or, probably kim “taloyka barayin” tesâr kiriylâr (KP 22.2), 


670 sakin&tin is in the instrumental case; that there should be the possessive before the 


case suffix does not seem too likely. 

67l The Oarakhanid sentence elig aydi kim sen nâgü ol atiy (OB 583) “The king said 
“Who are you, what is your name?” was, by the editor, wrongly taken to be another 
case of subordination by kim. 
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which can also be translated as “Anybody who would like to go to sea 
is invited to do so”. Instances like ye/ kilayin tesâr “If one wishes to 
bring forth wind, ...” in 1.64 of Zieme's Wetterzauber text are common 
in all sorts of Uygur manuals. We also already guoted a sentence in 
which something formulated as direct speech renders the subject”s 
intention: “kim kayu ... iglig agriglig âmgâklig tinlfi)glar bar ârsâr 
putting at their case whatever sick and suffering creatures there are”. In 
section 4.636 we dealt with sentences which, as objects of /eyin and 
tep, have the content of final clauses; in section 4.635 we guoted an 
Orkhon Turkic causal clause introduced by feyin. Uygur fep and 
inscriptional /eyin had such extended adjunct uses as “in order to”, “for 
the purpose of” or even “because'; Orkhon Turkic instances are listed in 
Tekin 1968: 380-382. Especially worth noting is the sentence beriyâ 
Cugay yi$ OWwg Ür (wn yazi konayin tesâr türk bodun ölsüküg (KT S7 
and BO N5) “If you intend to settle the Shi-hui mountain forest and the 
T. plain, oh Turk people, you might die”, where I have translated /e- 
with “to intend”. It is not that the converbs /ep and feyin became 
conjunctions for various tasks but rather that the guotation strategy was 
put to such wide use. 


4.8. Coordination and text syntax 


The text syntax of the Orkhon inscriptions is discussed in Subaşı Uzun 
1995, to which the reader is herewith referred. We cannot deal with the 
matter in any detailed or systematic manner here (especially because 
our corpus is much vaster), but have selected a few topics. 
Coordination is not necessarily explicit at any syntactic level: From 
adjectives to paragraphs, everything can by linked by merely being 
listed, the wider semantic and syntactic context serving as 
concatenator: fâyrilâr tâyri katunlari “gods and godesses”; ogulta kizta 
amrak “dearer than son and daughter”; âki ogluma yavgu Sad at bertim 
“I gave my two sons the titles “yavgu” and “shad? (respectively); kulum 
künüm bodun “the nation (consisting of) my male and female slaves” 
(SU S9). Implicit coordination can well be contrastive: oglum savi 
âdgü yavlak bâlgürgincâ (KP 63,3) is “till news (from) my son turn out 
to be good (or) bad”; bilip bilmâtin (Xw 150) “knowingiy (or) 
unknowingliy? is a disjunction. In /kajffig tigrak bürtgâli yumsak iki 
âmiglâri (TT X 445) “her two breasts, firm (but) soft to touch” the 
adjectives kafig and figrak are in obvious semantic opposition to 
yums$ak. Seguences are sometimes conventional, as fünün künün “by 
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night and day”, or binomes such as yer suv “the material world? or kam 
kadasim “my family” (with inflexional elements repcated). Biverbs 
such as sâvdi amrayu “loving” are just as common. Finite verbs follow 
cach other in Xw 3-4, sharing subject and circumstantials: Xormuzta 
tâyri bes tâyri birlâ ... yâkkâ süyüsgâli kâlti enti “The god Zerwan 
descended (enti) and came (kâfti) together with the Fivefold God to 
fight the Devil. Whole clauses sharing only the subject can also be 
coordinated asyndetically, as shown in the following example: nom 
nomlayu ... ât'öz ürlüksüzin ukitu inca tep yarlikar “preaching the 
doctrine, explaining the body's transience, he says the following'. m 
the following passage two sentences are linked by sharing subjects and 
the suffix Ar referring to them: kim yerdi suvdi kâmii bar ârsâr, ymâ 
kâlzün, teginig âsân tükâl kâlürzünlâr (KP 23,4-7) “Whatever guides, 
pilots and seamen there are, let them come, then, and bring the prince 
back safe and sound”. 

Apposition is also a kind of coordination, e.g. among four noun 
phrases in okiyur mân sirigini kut tâyrisin, küsâmis küsüsimin 
kanturdağliz) kilmi$ isimin bütürdâcig (U 1 33) “1 call upon Sri, the 
goddess of happiness, who fulfills what I hoped for and brings to 
completion what I do”. The attested accusatives as well as the fact that 
the -dAĞI forms are postposed and not preposed shows that these latter 
are headless relative clauses apposed in coordination. Pronouns and 
proper names can appcar in apposition: bo nisan mân Min Tâmürniy ol 
“This mark is mine — Min Tâmür's” (USp 1,10); y/arli/kanduli köyül 
öritip mân irin& tnlilgjka ksanti berü yarlikazun (DKPAMPb 1271) 
“May he have pity and forgive me poor creature?'. Note that group 
inflexion applies also here, so that the case suffixes are, in these two 
examples, appended only to the appositions. 

Often, however, coordination is explicit. Between noun phrases we 
have inflexional coordination with 4/7 (cf. section 3.123), coordination 
by repeated particles as in kün ymâ tün ymâ “both by day and by night? 
or bâglâri ymâ boduni ymâ “both their aristocracy and their common 
people”, or by repcated conjunctions, such as ap... ap “both... and' or 
azu ... azu “either ... or” (section 3.33); by postposing ulafi, as in koy 
lagzin ulati tinliglarig “living creatures (such as) sheep, pigs etc.” 
(section 4.21). In relatively late texts collective numerals are added 
after enumeration: wdli buka âsân ikâgü appcars, e.g., in SUK Sal1,6, 
8 and 12 signifying *“Udâi and Buka Âsân; the text documents their 
collective purchase of land. Sa26 documents the sale by a father and by 
his two sons of their son and younger brother into slavery; the sellers 
are mentioned (6-7) as afasi kutlug tâmür, akasi âr tugmi$ akasi 
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toktami$ üdâgü “his father Kutlug Tâmür, his elder brother Âr Tugmi$ 
and his elder brother Toktamis”. 

In Uygur and Çarakhanid, /aki can mean “and? or “moreover”; as such 
it mostly joins larger units such as sentences. Conjunctions such as /aki 
and yana precede the first sentence constituent. When sentences are 
coordinated with ymâ, that particle is often placed after the first 
constituent (e.g. ol ymâ nirvan mânisi “that nirvana bliss, in turn, ...”), 
although it can also precede the whole sentences. In the following 
instance, the stretch starting with /aki ymâ sums up, as it were, all that 
precedes (various farmers, hunters etc., then): amari tfinliglar daxri 
ânirâr yün âyirâr kentir âyirâr, böz batatu kars tokiyur, taki ymâ adrok 
uzlar kântü kântü uz isin i$lâyür (KP 2,5) “Many people make thread of 
wool or hemp,“72 weave cloth of linen or wool and, (in general,) various 
professionals carry out each his special profession”. 

One element shared by parallel syntactic structures can be the finite 
verb: yuyka ârkli topolgali ucuz ârmi$, yindgâ ârklig üzgâli ucuz “that 
which is thin is easy to pierce, they say, that which is slim easy to 
break” (Tuü). Shared elements are often bound morphemes, e.g. the 
accusative form of the possessive suffix in this sentence: #amuda ... 
tugmi$ taki ymâ ... be$ yol ilinlâ ... tugmiSin öyür sakinur “So he 
remembers that he was bom in hell, ... that he was, moreover, bom in 
the five walks” (MaitrH XV 1v23-25). In the following the finite verbs 
share the plural marker: yer suvlar suv üzâki kemi osoglug alti törlüg 
tâprâyür kamsSayurlar (MaitrH XX 112) “The worlds shake and rock in 
six ways, like a ship on water”. Seguences of clauses with the -(X)p 
converb can sometimes be considered to be coordinated from the func- 
tional point of view, when -(X)p has no content of itself beside its join- 
ing function, but in fact merely represents the choice to subordinate. 

On the other hand, mere juxtaposition can also mean semantic 
subordination, as in the following instance from a guite carly text: 
yafrlikandfuci köyül turgurup kördüm, irine /yarjl(i)g umugsuz inagsiz 
bo finliglar montag âmgâklig /..JdA tfüsmi$ tururlar (U 1 4,8) 
“Evoking a compassionate state of mind 1 realised (that) these poor and 
hopeless creatures had fallen into such an (existence) of suffering”. 
What follows £ör-düm “1 saw? with no sign of subordination is in fact 
clearly the implicit object of this verb. The preposed sentence anfag 
ugri bolfi in the following passage serves as an asyndetic temporal 
clause: anfag ugri bolti yana ymâ isig özlârintâ öyi üdürdüm ... antag 


672 Among the three objects of âyirâr, the first is a loan from Indo-Iranian related to 
Skt. cakra and denoting a “spinning wheel? while the others denote types of thread. 
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ugri bolfi ol ok tinliglarniy isig kanlarin itim (Maitr 33118-23) “There 
were also times (when) I killed them /... drank their warm blood? — “At 
times I...”. The same content is expressed with an -(X)p clause in antag 
ugri bolup bo üdâgüdüâ birisin birisin titgülük idalaguluk kâzigi kâlsâr 
.. (TT VB 107) “Ifit happens that one has to give up these three one by 
one, .... Note that the subordinate clause is the second one in the U TI 
example, but the first one in the Maitr example. 

Cohesion is a universal phenomenon, presupposed by users of any 
language; it is cohesion that makes the reader see that the pairs of 
sentences in the U IM and Mâitr passages just guoted have subordinative 
content. In Old Turkic, this presupposition makes possible (and even 
demands) recourse to zero anaphora, clause pattems not demanding the 
explicit filling of argument slots either within a sentence or among 
sentences: İn Simnug utup isig özin idip ... ü€ ay köni adi$tit üzâ tuta 
yarlikadokta “when he graciously defeated Mâra, did away with his life 
and ... held him under control throughout three months”, e.g., “he” and 
“him” have no explicit counterpart in the Uygur clause. Demonstrative 
pronouns are generally not used when reference follows from the 
context. In TT X 520-521 we do find an example of a demonstrative 
referring explicitly to the subject of the previous sentence in the 
anaphoric use of the genitive form aniy which also gualifies the head: 


A MK 


tâyri burxanniy“"? cankramit kilu yorimisin kördi. anta ok anin öyrâ 
aZuntaki ... tâyri burxan nomin â$idmis tiylamis ögrâtigi üzâ bo Slok 
nom köyülintâ kâlti “He saw that the divine Buddha was walking back 
and forth in meditation. Immediately, through /is experience in a 
previous existence of ... having heard and having listened to the 
teaching of the divine Buddha, the following doctrinal verse came to 
his mind:? Anaphoric demonstratives are not barred, then. £ânfü can 
also get used anaphorically: yana ol ok yâklâr iğkâklâr yegâdürlâr 
tiltag bolurlar kântülârni üzâ elânürlâr (TT VI 267 £.) “Again those 
same demons prevail; (they, i.e. the ignorants) are the cause and (they, 
i.e. the demons) rule over #hem (i.e. over the ignorants”. 

Anaphoricity is achieved also by the repetition of nominals: xan 
bertim, xaninin kodup iciktin (Tuü 2-3) “1 gave you a king (but) you 
abandoned your king and submitted (to the Chinese);” gürk bodun 
tavgacka körür ârti ... türk bodun xanin bolmayin tavgacka adrilti (Tuü 
1-2) “The Turk nation was dependent on China; being without a king, 
ihe Turk nation separated from China. 


©73 The suffix is spelled as NYO. 
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Cohesion can be additionally stressed by anaphoric and cataphoric 
elements, by taking up lexemes from the co-text and by other means: 
andip (a pro-verb), anfa ötrö (e.g. in Maitr 26A r4) or anfa ken 
“thereupon?, starting sentences, link them to the previous ones. inda isa 
cataphoric, anca an anaphoric pro-adverb or pro-adjective: inda sakinö 
sakinur, for instance, signifies “He thinks the following thoughts:?. Also 
for the purpose of cohesion, a segment like ani e$idip “hearing that” can 
be placed before mention of the subject of esid- (i.e. cataphoricalIy). 
The following is a rhetorically motivated lexical topic chain, coherence 
being strengthened through the particle ymâ: ürügamilnirvan ta öyi 
mânülüg mâni bultukmaz. ol ymâ nirvan mânisi nom ta öni bulgali 
bolmaz. nomug ymâ burxanlarda öyi... nomladadi bultukmaz. 


..e 


bliss other than peaceful nirvâna. That nirvâna bliss, in tum, 
cannot be attained other than by religion. Now there are no 
preachers of religion other than the Buddhas. Andl have been 
praying for buddhahood”?. burxan kufi is not in initial position in the last 
sentence because *P is the general topic (note that the genitive mâniy 
gets separated from its head) and because the chain is thereby closed. 

The Orkhon inscriptions have a special method of cohesion, whereby 
preceding sentences are summed up in -(Xp clauses: elig anda futmi$ 
ârinc. elig tutup ... “This is how they appcar to have governed the 
country. Goverming the countıy, they ...”; anca fep tawgal xaganka 
yagi bolmi$s. yagi bolup ... “With such words they opposed the Chinese 
emperor. Even though opposing him, ...”. Another form of summary 
turns up in kâyik yeyü tavi$gan yeyü olorur ârtimiz. ... anda olorur ârkli 
.. (TuflS1) “We used to live eating venison and hares.... While living 
in this way ...”. Maitr XV 13r12 has the vowel converb instead: ö/rö 
otgurak katag köylin örgünintin kudi enti. enâ inca tep sav sözlâyür 
“Then, in a clear and resolute mood, he descended from the throne. 
Descending he speaks the following words:”. 

In the sentence ikinti aZunta ok mu tâginür azu bo aZunta ymâ mü 
tâginmâki bar? “Is it in the second birth that one attains it, or does 
attainment take place in this same birth?” the double mU after the 
elements asked about and the particle ymâ link the two sentences. ok 
after aZunfa and the de-finitisation of the second verb also serve in 
conjunction (though by different means!) to make sure that the verb is 
not thought to be the predicate in cither sentence. 

A characteristic trait are demonstratives pointing at previous 
segments of the sentences themselves. Most conspicuous is anfa “there? 
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taking up locative expressions of the same sentence especialIy in the 
runiform inscriptions of the Uygur steppe empire. 

In Uygur the contents of a stretch of direct speech incorporated in the 
sentence are often again pointed at, e.g. in ”...” fep munilayu tutuzdi 
“He admonished him saying ”...”, with munilayu “thus'. Cİ. anda 
bosgurur ârmis: “... .” tep anda bosgurur ârmi$ in KT S7 BO KS. 

In what follows, the final meaning of -g4/7 is taken up by ani üün: 
mân Sini nizvani kadgu ... tarkarip arxant kutin bulturgali ani ücün 
sürüp üntürdüm “1 had you banished to make you get rid of the sorrows 
of passion and to find arhathood'. The content of converbs and 
converbial phrases is often taken up by anin, the instrumental form of 
the pronoun; we find e.g. basut berü y(a)rlikamaklari üzâ, anin ... (Ht 
X 256) “by their giving support, thereby?, bilgâli ukgali yarayur üğün, 
anin ... (TT V1383 var.) “because it helps to know and to understand, 
therefore?', küyü küzâtü tâgintökümüz üdün, anin ... (Suv 401,9) 
“because we have undertaken to guard (this earth), therefore”, alp 
kutgarguluk üdün, anin tâyri tâyrisi burxan ... tinligniy könyülin 
yavalturup ... “because (they are) difficult to save, that is why Buddha, 
the god of gods ... softens a creature's heart ...” (DKPAMPb 115). 
Another passage with such anaphorics is kisig ... yinik körtâi, nomug 
ucuzladadilar üĞün, anin burxanlar anta tugmaz; köyüllâri tar, kirlâri 
târiy üğün kut bulmi$ tüzünlâr bo tiltagin anta barmaz (Ht V 100-106) 
“Because they humiliate people and disparage teaching, that is why 
Buddhas are not born there; because their minds are narrow and their 
filth deep, that is why âryas who have found blessing do not go there”; 
it clearly shows that the construction is meant to add prominence to the 
causal phrases preposed. The matter is dealt with in Schulz 1978: 115- 
117. -(Xp anin is found a number of times in the DLT, guoted in 
Johanson 1988; 146. Im IrgB 35 we can read (and understand!) the text 
cither as urupanin or as urup anin. The seguence may have led to the 
form -()pAnin, as explained in section 3.286. 

One domain where sentence-internal reference is extremely common 
is within conditional constructions and even more in the correlative 
sentences also using the -sAr form: Reference can there be taken up by 
demonstratives, by reflexives, by personal pronouns, by nominals with 
anaphoric possessive suffix like öküstin “most of it (acc.)” or by 
phrases such as olar barda “all of those?, ol tasig “that stone (acc.)” or 
antin siyar “in that direction”; see sections 4.64 and 4.65 for details. 
What is interesting is that there can be anaphoric reference in the main 
clause even to generalised arguments, as are expressed by “one?” in 
English but left unexpressed in Old Turkic; cf. the following two 
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instances: yidlami$ yidig alku inda ötkürü usar, ol tinlig ât'özi yipar 
yügmâk burxan ât'özi bolur (TT V1 172-3) “If one can perceive all 
smelled scents in this way, then that creature's (i.e. the perceiving 
creature?s) body will become the body of the Buddha (named) “Con- 
centration of Perfume”; #urkaru köni kertü yorigin yorisar ol temin 
kisika sanur (TT V133-4) “If one (O) continuously lives a honest and 
correct life, one (0/) will straightway be considered a human being”. 

Cohesion can depend on a combination of subtle factors. Take the 
stretch küdümüz bir ikinti birlâ sinalim, biz ikigüdâ kanyusi küdlügrâk 
biz (Wettkampf 41-44): This signifies “Let us test our strength with 
cach other, (to see) who of us two is the stronger”, but the words “to 
see” are just implicit. How do we know that the two sentences belong 
together? They share the lexeme &üc “strength” in both sentences 
assigned to the 1“ person plural, and the information that this 1“ person 
plural consists of two individuals. The first sentence is a sort of para- 
phrase of the second, since the guestion “Who of us two is the strong- 
er?” can best be answered after the test proposed in the first guestion. 

Cohesion may also be absent: Consider the sentence kayu üdün mân 
bes törlüg ulug tülüg kördüm ârti, antada bârü ... olorgali küsâyür 
ârtim (MaitrH X1 4v18) “When I had seen the 5 sorts of great dreams, 
from that time on had I the wish to sit ...”. The pronominal phrases kayu 
üdün and antada bârü are not in correlation: The subordinate clause is 
construc€d so as supply a static time frame, but the main clause takes up 
the time referred to in that subordinate clause as the starting point of a 
state of affairs existing between that previous time and the time of the 
main event. 

Sentence interpolations are not rare; e.g.: yindgâ yörügin kim bar 
ârsâr tetiglâr ken biligliglâr bosgunsarlar tinlasarlar üküsin bilü 
umazlar (Ht VNI 153) “Even if clever and broad-minded persons — 
whoever there is — study and listen to its subtle definitions, they cannot 
understand most of it”; or perhaps one should translate: “If any clever 
and broad-minded persons study ...” or “Even if persons who study it 
are clever and broad-minded — whoever there is — they won't be able to 
...>. The structure of the Old Turkic sentence, at any rate, is such that 
kim bar ârsâr is interpolated. There are, in fact, several interpolations 
already in the Orkhon inscriptions. The most normal interpolation, so to 
speak, is the vocative address: fâyri basmasar, yer tâlinmâsâr, türk 
bodun, elinin törögün köm artati udai ârti? (KT 1E22) “As long as the 
sky did not press down (upon you and) the earth did not open (beneath 
you), oh United nation, who could have been able to destroy your land 
and your government?” Here are another two interpolations, in direct 
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speech, which are in fact different accounts of the same utterance: 
ayaru sülâmâsâr kadanin“” ârsâr ol bizni — /xagani alp ârmis, 
aygfudisi bilgâ ârmis — kadaniy ârsâr ölürtâi kök (Tuü 20-21), 
yorimasar bizni — xagani alp ârmi$, aygudisi bilgâ ârmis — kadanin 
ârsâr bizni ölürtâği kök (Tuü 29-30) “If we do not fight them / If we do 
not march out, they will — their ruler is said to be valiant, their advisor 
wise — whatever happens, they will definitely kill us”. The first passage 
has the expression kalaniy ârsâr both before and after the 
interpolation, while the second passsage has the object bizni both 
before and after it; the first passage refers to the subject of the result 
clause through the pronoun o/ already before the interpolation. These 
are typical means for taking care of coherence to bridge the cut caused 
by the interpolation. 

The interpolation of TibBud 42-43 has its parallel in English: in 
alku keyürü sözlümislârim küsüsüm ol darni nom padaklari bolzun 
“May all I speak about in detail become — I hope — incantations and 
verses of teaching?. The enveloping sentence is here, in fact, an 
asyndetic object of the hope referred to in the interpolation k£üsüsüm ol 
“It is my hope”. 


674 See p.216 for this element. 


CHAPTER FIVE 
PRAGMATICS AND MODALITY 


Pragmatics deals with speech acts and with the use to which language is 
put in interpersonal relationships. Normally one would not expect to 
find much information on pragmatics in sources from a dead language 
spoken in a society about which we know so little, especially when the 
vast majority of these sources is translated from other languages and 
deals with religious matters. The fact is, however, that the corpus 
includes many (religiously motivated) narrative texts containing 
numerous instances of direct speech. These show such oral 
characteristics as vocatives and interjections, a frecer word order, 
situation-bound deictics, repetition, rhetorical guestions and so forth; cf. 
körüylâr körünlâr ... kad yanlig körtlâ kac yaylig sâviglig ârür “See, see 
.. in how many ways he is pretty, in how many ways lovely!?. Another 
characteristic of speech is the use of endearment in *4/#A, which can 
draw the noun phrases of whole passages into its tenor; it not only 
refers to entities “loved” or “pitied” by the speaker but also often signals 
affection for the addressee and his/her world: See section 3.111 above 
and OTWF section 2.1. When referring to the speaker himself, *-£/54 
expresses humility as a means of politeness. Private letters which are, in 
our corpus, mostly addressed to family members, are very interesting in 
this respect. 


Some important speech acts have to do with the communication of the 
speaker's volition to his addressees and with what he thinks the 
addressees should be doing without presenting himself as the motive of 
the projected action; we will deal with these two types of speech acts in 
sections 5.1 and 5.2 respectively. Section 5.3 deals with politeness and 
the way the speaker positions himself in society. Getting people to do 
things is not, of course, the only use to which language can be put. One 
use is egocentric; it has to do with crying out one's feelings. This does 
not mean that one does not, when shouting out, disregard other people?'s 
hearing ones utterances; only that one is not, at the moment, being 
cooperative. One speech act which is strongly addressee-oriented but 
still highly non-cooperative is cursing. Other language uses do involve 
addressees fully, e.g. trying to catch people's attention in the first place, 
trying to get information out of them or arguing with them. For still 
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others like promising, apologizing or naming, the language may not 
have evolved distinctive means. 


Exclamations are discussed in section 3.4. They sometimes bear phonic 
marks of their function, as when the DLT writes âsiz (a noun which 
served as base to the verb âsirkâ-) as âssiz and defines it as “a word of 
sighing at a loss”. The DLT is, in general, a good source for 
interjections. Dankoff & Kelly 1985: 273 list, among other categories, 
interjections, vocative particles, calls to animals (different calls for 
making kids, dogs, foals, falcons or puppies come, for inciting asses to 
leap females, for making them walk on when they stumble or for 
making them stop, for inciting oxen to drink, for inciting or restraining 
horses or for making them stale, for making camels kneel, for inciting 
rams to butt etc.). Using insults and words of abuse (listed there on 
p.274) is a different speech act than any of these. Dankoff & Kelly 
1985: 273 also list onomatopocica and animal sounds. 

Demonstrative anca ymâ and its contraction andama do the same as 
exclamative nâ (discussed below): anama mâni! anama âdgü asig 
tusul anlama âdgü kut kiv! (MaitrH XI 3v7) “Such happiness! Such 
good favour! Such good luck and blessing!? Further exclamatory 
examples with ancama “So ...!” are guoted in Ş$ A,b of the UW entry for 
anlama. 


Çuestions are asked by using interrogative-indefinite pronouns or the 
interrogative particle mU, whose functioning is discussed in sections 
3.343 and 4.3; note that Old Turkic interrogative sentences do not have 
pattems of their own but follow those of positive sentences. In section 
4.4 we ask whether interrogative pronouns appear in sifu or whether 
they tend to initial position. Section 3.134 deals with the interrogative 
pronouns themselves. Çuestions formed with mU expect answers 
eguivalent to English “Yes” or “No, though there are no such sentence 
answers in Old Turkic proper; the DLT mentions övâf anda few 
variants of that for “yes”. Nor are there any pro-verbs such as “Ido” or 
“She doesn't”: The answer (which is, of course, a different speech act) 
then has to be a part-echo of the guestion, often the predicate by itself. 
In DLT fol.197 we read, e.g., that the answer to kârâk mü “Is it 
necessary?” is kârdk “Yes it is”. 

The Orkhon Turkic interrogative particle gU signals that the speaker 
expects or prepares a negative answer: azu bo savimda igid bar gu (KT 
S10, BO N8) signifies “Or is there a lie in what | said”; Türk mati 
bodun bâglâr, bödkâ körügmü bâglâr gü yaniltali siz (KT S11) “Oh 
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strong (?) Turk nation and lords, oh lords who have shown allegiance 
till now, will you fail?” 

Interrogative sentences cither solicit answers, or they are rhetorical 
guestions (which are cither left for the addressee to answer for and to 
himself or supplied with an answer by the speaker). The pronoun kani 
“where?” is often (though not exclusively) used in rhetorical guestions; 
in that case it does not expect local information as an answer but elicits 
the realization on the part of the addressee that the entity upon which 
kani is predicated is missing or absent: e/ig bodun ârtim; elim amti 
kani? ... xaganlig bodun ârtim; xaganim amti kani? (KT E9) “I was a 
nation with a state; where is my state now? ... I wasa nation witha 
ruler; where is my ruler now”. kani is used in this way also in OB 
1384: kani? kim kutuldi ölümdin katip? “Who fled death and was 
saved? Where is he?” The OB has nearly 70 instances of this element; 
many of those are rhetorical, others do ask for answers, asa DLT 
example seems to do. In Ht V 4,15 (edition of Tuguseva) the king 
Silâditya asks king Kumara: ya Kumari elig, Tavga€ ifoyin) kani? “Oh 
king Kumara, where is the Chinese monk?” and is then surprised to hear 
that the person he asked about has not come. This is not rhetorical 
cither. 

Here is a rhetorical guestion from a letter (UigBrief C7) written in 
what seems to be close to spoken language; the interpolation found in it 
also testifies to this: s(â)n mini, kari atayni tesâr sân — yol yer kördün — 
kâlip körüsüp barsar sân n(â)gü bolur “As for me, your old father — 
you”ve seen roads and places — how would it be if you came for a while 
and we saw each other?” The two conditional forms in this stretch do 
not express conditions cither; one is a topicaliser and the second serves 
the rhetorical purpose of the sentence. The answer to the guestion 
muntada ymâ muyadindig nâgü bolgay? (Maitr 26A 13-4) “What could 
be more wondrous than this?” is clearly “Nothing!?. Now consider anin 
savin tiylagudü kisilâr barca inda tep teyürlâr: “bu kutsuz tinlignin 
savin nâgülük kertgünür sizlâr? nâgü sözlâsâr barda âzüglâyür” tep. 
(DKPAMPb 271) “People who listen to his words all say the following; 
“Why do you believe the words of this wretched creature? Whatever he 
says, its all lies!” Here the motive for uttering the rhetorical guestion is 
supplied straightway. In KP 5,1, the (sad) Good Prince says (among 
other things): nâglük tugdum mân “Why was | born, 1”. Here the 
postverbal pronoun is redundant in content and grammar but takes up 
reference to the topic; hence its post-predicative position. It is as if he 
had asked: “Why did, of all people, have to live through this?” The 
expected answer is *I shouldn't have”. In anda ymâ doglug yalinlig 
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közünmâz mü? (TT X 254) “Doesn't he look so very splendid?”, finally, 
the expected answer is “Yes, he does.” 

The following sentence is a rhetorical guestion with mU in which 
there is an exclamatory demonstrative: anca ymâ Coglug yalinlig 
közünmâz mü? (TT X 254) “Doesn't he look so very splendid??. Most 
instances guoted above with interrogatives or demonstratives have the 
particle ymâ (or mA coming from it) following them. 


The interrogative pronoun nâ “what” introduces exclamatory sentences 
as in bo nâ âmgâklig yer ârmis! “What a place of suffering this turns 
out to be!” (KP 4,8), nâ ymâ tan, nâ ymâ tavrak “Oh how surprising, 
how fast!” or nâ taylandig “How wonderful!” (Ht TI 945). nâ ymâ of the 
instance just guoted becomes nâ mâ in the DLT: nâ mâ âdgü kisi ol 
“How good that person is; nâ mâ yavuz nân ol bo “How bad this thing 
is” (fol.539, o/ clearly used as copula). The sentence körüylür körüylâr 
.. kağ yaylig körtlâ kac yaylig sâviglig ârür “See, see ... in how many 
ways he is pretty, in how many ways lovely!” shows how exclamatory 
interrogatives may have emerged from some type of analytical object 
clause. The exclamatory use of interrogatives should not be confused 
with rhetorical guestions, discussed below. In neither case does the 
speaker expect any new information from the addressee. The rhetorical 
guestion is a guestion to which the speaker (thinks he) knows the 
answer; exclamatory interrogatives, however, consitute no guestion at 
all: Note that nâ in nâ ymâ tay! is not translated as “what? but as “how”. 


To contradict a view held by the addressce, one adds örmöz to a 
proposition, otherwise leaving it unchanged (here with an aorist): burun 
til âtöz ârklig alir örmâz iraktaki adkangug (AbhiB 77b13) “It is not 
correct that the senses of the nose, the tongue or the body perceive 
distant sense objects”. When asking the addressce to agrce to a 
proposition he holds, the speaker adds ârmâz mü “isn't it” to it. anda 
ymâ katig kinig sav sözlâdi örmâz mü? (DKPAMPb 362) “Now that 
really is a strong-willed thing he said, isn”t it?” or “Isnt hata... thing 
he said!” and #âprândsiz boltum ârmâz mü (Suv 626,19) are rhetorical 
guestions; âörmâz mü applies to the sentence as a whole. There are 
further instances of -d/ ârmâz mü in Ht Vİ 121 and 127. 


Trying to catch somebody's attention is a different speech act from 
addressing by using a vocative somebody who knows he is the 
addressee. The interjection for calling somebody whose name one does 
not know is ay, as in ay, kim sân? (U 141,5) “Hey, who are you”. If 
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one does know the name of the person whose attention one is trying to 
catch, one can, e.g., say a m(a)xas(a)tvi-ya (Ht 11 779) “O Mahâsattva. 
If one is addressing somebody who knows he is the addressee, one uses 
only postposed (Wa, as in yalyuklarnin arslani eliglâr bâglârnin kut 
tâyrisi-a (U IW A 55) “Oh lion of humans, god of fortune of kings and 
lords!?, an address to a king. Beside ay, the DLT also mentions £i (the 
base of kikir- to “call out to somebody?) and gö as vocative particles; £ 
is still used in Anatolia for calling people from afar. 


Cursing is a distinct speech act: Its primary use presumably was 
negative influence on a person's fate by magical verbal means, but, said 
in a person's face, it might always have been used also as a simple 
provocation. A Manich&an passage shows us an embedded curse, using 
a distinctve suffix: bir âkintikâ karganurlar alkanurlar taki ... 
okisurlar “yok yodun boluyur ... otkâ örtânkâ töpön tüsünyür ...” tep 
sögüsürlâr (M 1 9,11-14) “They curse cach other and shout at each 
other, abusing each other by saying “Get destroyed! Fall into fire and 
flames with your head downwards!””. This is a curse addressed to the 
speaker's adversary; 3'İ person imperatives were presumably used for 
cursing absent persons. /oploka tol (DLT f0l.217) also appcars to curse 
the addressee, although Kâğsgarı translates it as “May the grave be filled 
with him”, since 701 is a 2" person and not a 3'İ person imperative.“75 
CE. further süprük “Go as sweepings without anybody caring about 
them” (DLT fol.382): This appears to be the imperative of an otherwise 
unattested -(X)k- derivate from süpür- “to sweep”.“76 


Kâğgari (f0l.168) shows some anthropolinguistic observation ability 
when suggesting that one should, when reading out the Coran among 
crude Turks and their women, muffle the reading of verses containing 
the words sikkin, yumsik, ixtilâg or (among the Oguz) the interrogative 
particle am: “For”, he explains, “they do not understand the meaning 
but consider that the sounds of the words mean what they understand by 
them in their own language (i.e. sik “the male member”, /ilak “clitoris? 
and am “vulva? in the Oguz dialect respectively); so they commit a sin 


675 /o1- can have cither the receptacle to be filled as subject, or the substance to fill the 
receptacle; this is unlike English, where “to fill? is used both of the filling agent and of 
the filling substance. One can translate Kâğğaris sentence as “Get crammed into the 
grave”. foploka is presumabiy a simplification of #oplok*ka, from toplok “cracks in the 
ground” (DLT fol. 233). 

676 This formation is dealt with in OTWEF section 7.24; there is no justification for 
Dankoff & Kelly”s changing the form to “süprül'. 
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by laughing at them”. Collectively laughing at unintended obscenities is 
clearly a pragmatic universal. 


5.1. The communication of speaker 's volition 


In Old Turkic, the means used for expressing epistemic mood do not 
coincide with those used for volitional mood; we therefore separate the 
two topics and have dealt with epistemic mood in section 3.27; these 
two are, we think, semantically as well as pragmatically guite distinct 
matters. Volitional mood is usually conveyed with the forms of the 
volitional paradigm (g.v. in section 3.231) if the speaker's wishes, 
orders or entreaties are to be transmitted to the addressee or to a third 
party. Other topics to be discussed in this section are the expressions of 
hope and exhortation, the asking of permission, the expression of 
readiness to carry out an action and the like. 

The volitional content most commonly expressed is that of the 
speaker telling the addressee(s) to carry out (or, if the form is negative, 
not to carry out) some action; in the singular, this is normally expressed 
by the singular 2"İ person imperative form consisting of the simple 
stem. The form is often accompanied by the synharmonous particle g//, 
as described in section 3.344. Mm many Uygur texts (though not yet in 
Orkhon Turkic), the “plural? form in -(X)y is used only for polite 
address to the singular, -(X)y/Ar being used for the plural (polite or 
familiar): E.g., MaitrH XV I2vl1f£. has /ur-uy, favran-in, sakin-iy, 
idala- “stand up ... hurry up ... consider ... abandon”, said in an address 
to a king; the same passage has odunuylar “wake up” said to a 
multitude. 

Occasionally a future form is used for expressing a firm injunction: 
ötrö kayi xan yarligkamadi, “barmagay sin” tep tedi (KP 19,3) “Then 
his father the king did not permit (it); he said “You will not go!”. 

The content of the following utterances is linked to a hope: közin 
körgây ârki biz xanimiznin xaniniy nomlug tilgân küniyâ muntakya 
âvirmi$sin (Ht VU 1241) “We might see with our eyes that the lord of 
our lord right here turns the wheel of dharma every day”; bulgay ârki 
biz yeg adrok buyanig (Suv 609,11) “We will maybe (or “hopefully”) 
attain excellent puyya”. The sentences themselves need not, however, 
actually have expressed that hope; they could be statements about the 
future, meant to serve as encouragement.677 This is what Gabain might 
have been thinking of when she said that -g4y can be used as optative. 


677 In Judaism (where the coming of the Messiah is traditionally always expected in 
the nearest future) the use of such expressions is (also) guite normal. 
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However, some of the instances of -gAy * ârki listed in UW 436b (Ş TI 
pofthe entry ârki) express apprehension: inda bolmazun ol ârdin bizinâ 
ada tuda kâlgây ârki (U VI 56,3) “1 hope no harm comes to us from that 
man; buSanip isimiz /...J bütgây ârki tep sezinti (Ht V 6a12) “He was 
worried, saying “(How could)| our matter succeed””. It might therefore 
be more correct to say that -e4y ârki expresses emotional involvement 
beside its epistemological content. 

-gAy ârdi expresses volitive content in a rather indirect tone: amfi, 
tâyrim, bo montag târs tâtrü biliglig tinliglarka köni yol orok körtgürü 
bergây ârti, kim köni yolda ... yorizunlar ârti (TT VW1 237) “1 wish you 
would now, my lord, graciously show such perversely thinking 
creatures the right way, so that they would walk along the right road”. 
This is addressed by a bodhisativa to Buddha and the tone is 
accordingiy polite, as shown, among other things, by the use of the 3" 
person for the 2" and by the addition of örti. Similarly in an address to 
the Chinese emperor: münlüg kadaglig ötügümin â$idü yarlikap bügü 
köyül üzâ titrâmâkimin bili yarlikagay ârdi (At VU 770) “May you 
deign to listen to my deficient and failing appeal and, by metaphysical 
spirituality, deign to know my trembling”. 

Using the 1“ person singular volitional form, the speaker proposes to 
the addressce to participate in his wish for an action he would himself 
like to carry out (or not to carry out if the verb is negative): The 
translation of barayin (KP 19,1) as “Let me go!” after all consists of an 
invitation to the addressce to permit the speaker to carry out the action 
of going. In nâfâg siz yarlikasar siz, antag ok kilu tâginâyin (MaitrH 
XXV 3r7) “I will venture to act in whatever way you order (me) to” the 
speaker's volition can better be characterised as a readiness to act. 
When the speaker happens to be Buddha, as in the following example, 
the purport of the volitive form becomes practically identical with that 
of the future tense; in the following sentence this form thus appears 
together with muna, which here asks for the addressee's attention to an 
event which is about to take place: muna amti mân ... magat eldâki 
tinliglarniy isig öz korkindlarin kalisiz tarkarayin (TT X 125-130 as 
completed by Zieme in his “Nachlese? to the text), perhaps to be 
translated as “See how I intend to ... do away completely with the fear 
which the creatures of the land of Magadha feel conceming their life”. 
Another instance of muna with an -(4)y/n form appcars in TT X 199- 
201. 

As a sign of politeness, the 3'İ person imperative form can be used for 
addressing the 2" person: bo kutsuz kovi tinliglar üdün târs biligin ayig 


..e. 
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(TT V1 20-21) “May he, my lord, for the sake of these unhappy and 
wretched creatures tell us the means to remove their heresies and sins 
so that they may understand and know”. Further examples of this can be 
found in TT X 19 and 179 (both again yarlikazun) or U NI 83,18. In the 
sentence bodisatv tegin kayi kanta bo yarlig esidip “yarlig bolzun, 
tidmazun barayin” tep ötünti (KP 19,1) “When the bodhisattva prince 
heard this order from the king his father, he addressed (him) saying 
“May there be an order (that) he may not hold (me) back (but) let me 
go”, yarlig bolzun may have been broadly eguivalent to “Please. 

The following passage shows two different uses of the 3'İ person 
imperative with no person reference; they are linked by imyplicit 
causality: nây kâyikig ölürlüp/ âtin yemâzün, bizni osoglug âmgâkkâ 
ymâ tâgmâzün (MaitrH XX 13r9-13) “One should by no means kill wild 
animals and cat their meat (so that) one does not get to suffer as we do”. 
Only the first sentence is prescriptive on the part of the speaker; the 
second one should more strictly correspond to the wishes of the 
addressee than of the speaker, who is already in hell. The following 
passage is similar, but here the first sentence expresses impersonal 
mood (section 5.2): #urkaru a$ icgü inda kolosinda asanmak kârgâk, 
nizvanilar küdlüg bolmazun, ât özkâ ada kilmazun (MI nr.6, 12,3-5,) 
“It is necessary to have one's meals thus, at the right times, lest the 
vices get strong and harm the body”. 

In pronominal guestions coupled with mood, it is the addressee's wish 
that is solicited; e.g. kayu balikta tugayin? “m which town should I be 
(Ge)bom”. amrak ögüküm köylin nâdük bârtâyin mân? (KP 9,7) 
signifies “How should I break my darling's heart”; this is what the 
speaker expects the addressees? demands to boil down t0.978 2" person 
imperatives do not appcar in guestions. 

Particles such as g// and (in Kâğgari's language) cU lend special 
urgency to imperatives; see section 3.344 for examples. g// is very 
common but is rarely used with negated forms. In Ht II 673, the future 
form bo/-gay “It will become? is used as a modal particle: “sân amfi 
bolgay azlanj üzâ agtinip sudur fagiflikig nomlagil” tep tedi 
“(Mahâkâsyapa) said “Would you please“? now get up to the pulpit and 
preach the süfra treasury?” bolgay, which here serves as translation of 


678 The context is that the prince would like the king to give everything in the state 
treasury away as alms, and the treasurers have been expressing their worries about the 
imminent bankruptey of the state. This is thus not a rhetorical guestion. 

679 The English particle please also, after all, comes from a modal phrase like “if it 
please yow, still used without truncation in French s'i/ /e / vous plait. Conceming the 
use of bol- cf. Turkish olur expressing consent. 
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a Chinese particle used in imperial commands, is no doubt truncated 
from yeg bolgay “It will be better” (or “guite good”) used asyndetically: 
Cİ. yeg bolgay ârti /...Ip yep yorilim ârti (Maitr 110v8) “It would have 
been better (if) we had lived enjoying ...!?. The use of yorilim ârti and 
not *yoridimiz ârsâr (as in the translation) shows that the whole 
sentence yeg bolgay ârti had already become downgraded to particle 
status. 

ârti is added to the 1“ and 3" person volitional forms to express irreal 
wishes: yersuvda uzun yaSadi ârsâr ükü$ ögründü mâyü sizni birlâ 
körzün ârti, üzütlüg âdgü kilindin tükâtzün ârti, ta$st(i)n sinar kfa)m(a)g 
tüzünlâr (birlâf kut kiv bulu yorizun ârti (M TI nr.5 r10-15) “Had he 
lived for a long time on carth“89 he would have seen a lot of happiness 
together with you, he would have completed his spiritual good actions, 
in the public domain he would have lived finding happiness together 
with all righteous people (but suddenly he died)”. m £örmüâyin ârti muni 
tâg ulug acig âömgâkig (Suv 626,7) “1 wish 1 had not seen such great and 
bitter suffering” the wish is shown to be irreal by the context, the 
speaker having just witnessed much suffering. An instance with the 1“ 
person plural volitional form and ârfi is guoted in the previous 
paragraph from Maitr 110v8. OB 1539 also has -sUn âirfi expressing an 
irreal wish, in parallel to -s/4 k£ârâk ârdi telling the reader what, in spite 
of reality, would have been the more appropriate course of events: 
kârâk ârdi bilgâ tirilsâ kutun / kamug ölsün ârdi biligsiz utun; “It would 
have been better to let the wise live on and be blessed; were it only that 
all the foolish and shameless would die”. 

Compounding the 1“ and 3'İ persons imperative with örfi can also 
give real wishes a more polite expression: In the sentence fâyrikânimiz 
uzun özin kalin kutun turkaru adasazan tudasazan ârmâki bolzun ârti 
(BT V 516-8) “Our majesty, I wish he were to attain a long life, that he 
were to live full of blessing and that he were continuously free from 
trouble? the wish is certainly not meant to be irreal, especially since it 
stands in parallelism with berzünlâr (515) and bolzun (519, 522); 
rather, the motive for ârti is clearly politeness, the added content being 
something like “if it were possible?. The reason why the construction is 
not used in the other three cases in the passage must be that their topics 
are not identical with the addressee; there the angels are asked to help 
him as well as the inner status of his realm in one case, its outer realm 
in the other. A similar sentence in a Buddhist text is maytri burxan bizni 
körzün ârti (MaitrH XXI 2r10) “If only Buddha Maitreya would see 


680 This is the way the unreal condition is construed; see also section 4.64. 
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us”; this hope is uttered by creatures living in hell, so that politeness 
and deference cannot be distinguished from the irreality of the wish as 
presumabiy felt by the speakers. Sinning creatures in MaitrH XXIII 
9v4-6 express the hope that Buddha Maitreya may not see them 
committing their sin by using the verb phrases k£örmâzün ârdi and 
ukmazun ârdi while in XXI 3v14-16 they express the hope that they 
will see Buddha Maitreya with the clause maytri burxanag körâlim ârti 
and that the community will not see them by using the form 
körmâzünlâr ârdi. Further examples can be found in UW 405, $ 24 of 
the entry for âr-; ârti remains in the singular also when the lexical verb 
is plural. 

The analytical form -mAk*1 bolzun has optative meaning; it expresses 
a prayer for the person referred to in the possessive suffix: There are a 
number of Manich&an instances in M Il nr.15r20-24, BT V 524 or BT 
V 490 (yadilmaki bolzun “may it spread”). burxan kutilig (thus!) 
küsüslüâri kanmaki bolzun (DKPAMPb 486) “may their wishes in 
connection with Buddhahood get fulfilled? is Buddhist, as are instances 
in Ht VII 757 and twice Pfahl TI 26-27: Two of these have the shape 
-mAktlArl bolzun. With the 2" person plural we have mâyikâ 
tâgmâkinizlâr bolzun (Hochzeit 28) “May you attain happiness!?, with 
the 1“ biz kamagun anta burxan kutiya alkis bulmakimiz bolzun 
(MaitrH Y 53) “May we all at that point obtain blessing for attaining 
buddhahood!? Note that the nominal referring to the persons whom the 
prayer is to benefit stays in the nominative. 

Giving an example for the versatile element £a/i, DLT f0l.548 brings 
the sentence sân kali barsa sân and translated it as “If only you had 
come!”. By this translation, this appears to be a way in which irreal 
wishes are expressed in Oarakhanid. This use presumably comes from 
rhetorical guestions of the type kadsa kali kurtulur (DLT f01.383) “How 
can he escape from it by flecing?”. 

When the same verb is used in the conditional and then in the 
imperative, the speaker signals that he does not mind or care if the 
action is carricd out; e.g. barsar bargil (KP 30,6) “Go if you want to”. 
Rabgğüzi has this same construction (see Schinkewitsch 1926: 78 Ş 
121); we also have it in a variety of modern Turkic languages. 

As auxiliary, £ör- “to see” expresses a conscious effort to carry out the 
action described in the lexical verb (section 3.252). Its imperative is 
used with exhortative content: yelü kör “See to it that you ride fast!” 
(Tuü 26); saklanu körgil “Make sure that you take care!” (TT X 426). 
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The use of yâmü as defined in DLT fol.45568! shows it asking the 
addressee for confirmation and consent conceming the action he is 
being asked to do: sân bargil yâmü “You will go, wont you”; 
according to Kâğğari this is a particle meaning “Did you accept these 
words and memorize them in order to do what you were told?”. 

Injunctions and entreaties can be linked with promises, which are then 
put into the future; the following is from a runiform inscription from the 
Uygur Steppe Empire: yana icik, ölmâti yetmâdi sân (SU E5) “submit 
again and (if you do that) you will neither die nor perish?. Similarly in 
Tachi 49-53 from the Mongol period: 4ört yiyakdin bo nom ârdinig 
keyürü yada berinlâr; ogulnun kiznin ulagi sapigi üzülmâgây: “Be so 
nice as to spread this doctrine jewel in all four directions (and) the chain 
of (your) offspring will not stop”. 

Old Turkic mood can be subordinated; in the following instance, e.g., 
we find it in a postposed relative clause with consecutive content: anin 
amli kamag bursay kuvragdin iki toyin ötünü tâginür mân, kim 
küntümâk mâniy âvimtâ asanzunlar (Maitr Taf 25v6-8) “Therefore | 
now politely invite two monks from all communities, who may come 
and have meals every day at my home”. This is akin to final clauses 
(section 4.636), which can also have sentences with -zUn forms 
subordinated by kim. 


5.2. The communication of impersonal necessity 


Analytical means are available for impersonal mood, which expresses 
an obligation not presented as being the speaker's wish. Among them 
we find the very common verb phrase in -m/s kârgâk; e.g. bilgâ yalyuk 
ogli bo nomug isidgâli ulug küsüs öritmis kârgâk (MaitrH XV 6121) “A 
wise person should have developed a strong wish to listen to this 
doctrine?. With a pronominal subject: sön ymâ amti köyülüyin idmi$ 
kârgâk “You should now let your heart roam” (U MI 8221-2). 
Sometimes -7/4/$ has a possessive suffix referring to such a subject: anin 
sometimes the proposition is meant to apply for any (unexpressed) 
subject: kirlârin taplalarin yumi$ aritmis kârgâk “One needs to have 


931 T follow Atalay”s reading. Dankoff & Kelly read 'yamı”. Kâğgari adds: “Its root is 
the word yâ which is a particle meaning “yes”; the mim and the wâw are the 
interrogative” (i.e. mü). This must be egual to Turkish emi, which has initial stress as 
befits a word whose second part is m/, and exactiy the same meaning as defined by 
Kâsgarı. e — ye is also the first part of övât — âwât — yâmât “yes”, with an emphatic 
particle discussed in section 3.341. 
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washed away and cleaned its dirt and filth” (Suv 142,1). While -m/$ 
kârgâk may be describing what states one should strive to have attained 
the content of -gU kârgâk may be describing what one should strive for: 
bo iki törlüg âdgüllârkâ tükâl/lig bolgu kârgâk (Suv 23,7) “One should 
be eguipped with these two sorts of virtues”. The OB instead has kârâk 
with the -s4 form and subject pronoun in the nominative case 
(examples in Hacıeminoğlu 1996; 94). 

The necessity expressed by -gU ol is anonymous in two senses: Firstly 
the speaker does not explicitly say that he himself wants the content of 
the proposition to take place (as he would with an imperative); secondIy 
there is is no explicit or implicit reference to a subject: k£rasa âlgindâ 
tutup muni sözlâgü ol (ZweiFrag T 2) “One must hold the monk's dress 
in one”s hand and pronounce the following;?” or furus tütüstâ saklangu 
ol; âd yol tilâmâktâ ilangu ol (TT 1 196-7) “One should be careful in 
strife; one should take care when pursuing possessions or luck”; further 
examples appcar in BTID 317-320 (one of them as körmâgü ol “one 
should not divine”). In late texts -gU ol can be contracted to -gU/:652 
ETŞ 20,225 has sakingu ol, e.g., while the parallel passage in 231 
writes sakingul. The form sakingul should be read also in Suv 27,15 as 
determined by Zieme in his reedition, against “-g//' in the Radloff- 
Malov and Kaya editions; cf. sakingu ol in Suv 25,13. The form is 
common in medical texts, where it signifies “one should ..., with e.g. 
17 examples in Heilk 11,1 alone. 

-gU ârür (as in kirgü ârür “one must enter? in StabUig 155,31) and 
-gU ârmâz (as in kakigu ârmâz “one must not be angry” in Suv 443,9) 
have the same meaning as -gU ol. These are, however, also used with 
explicit subjects, together with the same content of anonymously 
motivated necessity: bilgâ yalyuk ogli tâyri mânisinâ ymâ artok yapisgu 
ârmâz (MaitrH XV 5r13) “Nor should a wise human being attach itself 
too much to divine pleasures”, e.g., has a subject in the nominative; cf. 
also kântü özlâriyâ asig tusu bolgu ârsâr ymâ (Suv 230,4) “although it 
is meant to be useful for themselves”. 

âr-di can be added to -ml$, -mAk or -sXk forms with kârgâk or to -gU 
with or without kârgâk for two purposes: Either the speaker speaks of a 
necessity in the pas? without renouncing his claim as far as the present 
is concerned. Another possibility is of the speaker to express an irreal 


682 Zieme 1969 n.267 still thought that this was a variant of the 2" person imperative 
particle g// and may actually be right concerning some very late texts: The sentence 
kâlip körüsüp bargul in a letter which has several Middle Turkic characteristics 
(UigBrief C9) is certainly very directiy addressed to one person and can be translated as 
“Come, let us see each other (and then) go (back again). 
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wish conceming an event which could have taken place at his moment 
of speaking but hasn't, possibly regretting that it hasn't done so but not 
considering a realisation in the future as relevant. We first deal with the 
first possibility and come back to irreal wishes below: In the following 
example from a letter on the Silk Road the -gU form receives a 
possessive suffix to refer to the subject and the nominal subject appears 
in the genitive: kwsinin ... bergüsi ârti. bermâdi, mân ötâdim. sâkiz on 
bes /kar/s mân berdim.... bo munda kars kutsida algu ol (HamTouHou 
34,11) “K. should have given ... (for scissors); he didn”t give it (and) | 
paid it: | gave 85 (pieces of) woolen cloth. ... This much woolen cloth 
should be taken from K.. Further examples appear in confessions; in 
the Manich&an Xw with -m4Ak and -sXk: on daxSap(i)t tutdokumuzta 
bârü üĞ agzin, üĞ köyülün, üc âlgin bir kamag özün tükâti tutmak 
kârgâk ârti (150) “Since we observe 10 commandments it was our 
obligation to observe fully three by the mouth, three by the heart, three 
by the hand and one by the whole person; arig badag badap tâyrikâ 
andolasik kârgâk ârti (177) “It was necessary to observe a pure fast and 
to dedicate it to god”; suyumuzni yazokumuzni bosuyu ötünmâk kârgâk 
ârti (185) “It was necessary to pray for forgiveness for our sins”. ma 
Buddhist confession (-eU with and without kârgâk): bilingümüz 
adnagunun isig özin üzmâgümüz“©© öârti, adin tinlig oglanin 
örlüâtmâgümüz ömgâtmâgümüz kârgâk ârti (UigSün 5-8) “We should 
have been aware of ourselves, given up our dear life, not have ended the 
lives of others and not have angered or caused pain to other living 
beings?. Such sentences are followed by prayers for forgiveness in case 
the confessant carried out such deeds. These are not, therefore irreal 
wishes. kârâk ârdi sân mâ muni uksa sân (OB 658) siginifes “It was 
necessary (not “it would have been necessary”) for you as well to 
understand this”; this does not express an outdated necessity but is the 
OB construction -s4 kârâk transferred into the past. 

With -gUl/Xk âr- the necessity holds for the object of the verb and not 
its subject: #irgülük ök ârür (TT VI D37) is “It definitely has to be 
given up”. This construction is apparentiy shared by the category of 
“ability? (section 3.253) and volitive modality. 

The modal content of -gU is also made irreal by preterite forms of âr-, 
e.g. in OB 1089: mânin kilkimi aydim ârdi sana / köyül bamagu ârdin 


683 The editor wrote “Nach üzmâgümüz scheint k(â)rgâk zu fehlen”; in view of the 
variation in the modal phrases and bergüsi ârti in the letter guoted above, any such 
addition seems unnecessary. 
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âmdi maya “1 had told you my (fickle and inconstant) nature; you 
should not now have fastened your heart to me&. 


5.3. The reflexion of social structure 


Verbal communication reflects social as well as personal and spiritual 
hierarchies. This is expressed by honorifics such as kw? when used for 
addressing humans, e.g. kayim kuti “my honoured father? in KP 4,4; or, 
when a letter is addressed to pr(a)iyadivadi acari adakiya (Ht VU 2063) 
to the feet of master Prajfâdhvaja'.6©4 Another example is the 
expression nomlug ât'özüyüz “your (pl.) dharma body”, used for 
referring to the addressce in Ht VII 2080 in the same letter, which is not 
loan-translated from the Chinese original. #âyrim, literally “my god”, 
happens to have received pragmatic specialisation together with the 
possessive suffix: It signifies “Your majesty!? when used in direct 
address, or sometimes in deferential reference to an absent person. This 
is not a case of lexicalisation, however, since contexts such as mâniy 
((â)yrim, alpim, bâgrâkim “My god, my hero, my noble one!” (M TI 7,8) 
with the genitive of the 1“ person pronoun show that the connection 
with the speaker was definitely kept up. 

In the verbal domain deference is expressed by auxiliaries such as 
yarli(g)ka-, approximate translation “to graciously do something”. The 
original meaning of yarlika- was “to pity, commiserate', whence 
metonymy leads to deferential meaning when referring to actions of 
subjects in high position whom one honours or just wants to be polite 
to. The reason for its specialization to speech with meanings such as “to 
order? or “to say? is no doubt the fact that absolute rulers acted through 
their words. yarlika- is exceedingiy common; here just two examples: 
atayu yarlikazunlar (M 1 29,16; 30,17-18) “may they please call out 
(my) name” or alkis basik sözlâgüg, ... amv(a)rd(i)sn kilip yigingug ayu 
y(a)rlikadiniz olarka (Pothi 226-7) “Thou hast commanded them to say 
blessings and hymns, ... to concentrate their mind and meditate”. 

In the following clause yarlika- is added to a nominal predicate, asa 
polite replacement for the copula: #ükâl bilgâ tâyri ftâyrisli burxan bo 
yertindüldâ âslân yarlikar ârkân ... (At WI 601) “While the perfectiy 
wise Buddha, god of gods, graciously was in good health in this world, 

.> a further such example occurs in At VII 1057. Goverming a place 
name in the dative, without a lexical verb or a predicative adjective, 
yarlika- signifies “to come to a certain place” (the way buyur- can be 


“84 Röhrborn emends this to “Prajiâdeva”. 
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used in Turkish): onunc ayin lagkika yarlikadi (Ht VI 936) “On the 10" 
month he came to Luo-yang”. 

The humility counterpart of yarlika- “to say” is ötün-, literally “to 
pray, submit a petition'; its humility counterpart in the sense of “doing 
graciously? is fâgin- “to take the liberty to do”. örün- and fâgin- are used 
for marking speech and action respectively, of the individual who has 
an inferior status. The auxiliary öfün- appcars e.g. in kâltöküm bo tep 
ötünti “He said “These are (the circumstances of) my coming” (KP 
61,2). In /subufdi... ötünti ayitdi fâtJözlüg savig köyüldü kilmamakig 
(BT IF 47) “Subhüti ... begged to ask about the non-creation of bodily 
matters in the heart” both verbs are finite. #ögin- appcars e.g. in bo âmig 
iki kata okiyu tâgintim (M 1 29,9-14, Manichaan) *I endeavoured to 
recite this healant twice? or ölüg bitig kilip ... idu tâgintimiz (HAtPek 
89r11) “we have humbly prepared a petition and sent it”. In £amag 
bursan kuvragdin iki toyin ötünü tâginür mân (Maitr Taf 25v4-8) “I 
venture to invite two monks from all communities? we find the two 
politeness verbs combined. Occasionally, the construction is different: 
(bfo kutlug künüg küsüslüg tâginür ârtimiz (M IM nr.15, 34,13) “We 
have been humbiy wishing for this blessed day”. See section 3.25 for 
similar constructions with the vowel converb. 

The sentence fükâl Tâmür tü-kyâ Gizindim koyn yil onunc ay be$ 
otuzka Salu balikta (AvadShög XI b5) signifies “1 the lowly slave T. 
have written down all of it; the 25“ of the 10 month, the year of the 
sheep, in the city of Sh.”: #ü isa loan from Chinese, reflecting the old 
pronunciation of Chinese nu “slave”; therefore /ü-kyâ, with the so-called 
diminutive suffix, is approximately “lowly slave”. This is one example 
for self-depreciation found in Uygur texts; further examples of *£(W)y4 
in the service of modesty appcar in OTWF 50. 

Politeness is not, of course, necessarily a matter of social (or other) 
positioning. Another indication of deference is the use of the 3'İ person 
for the addressee; e.g. in the following address to a brother, where it 
appears together with the verb yarlika- and the vocative particle (Ya: 
âsidü yarlikazun etim-a, kim ... “Please hear, dear brother, that ...” (Suv 
608,23). Similarly, among the same brothers: azkya öyrâ yoriyu 
turzunlar; mân una basa yetdim (Suv 615,14) “Please walk on a bit; | 
will have reached you ina moment!”. See TT X 19and179anduUn! 
36,9 for further examples. The sentence #âyrikânimiz uzun özin kalin 
kutun turkaru adasazan tudasazan ârmâki bolzun ârti (BT V 516-8) 
“Our majesty, | wish he were to attain a long life, that he were to live 
full of blessing and that he were continuously free from trouble? again 
shows the 3“ person, beside, of course, the title #âyrikân and the irreal 
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form of the imperative where a very real wish is obviously being 
expressed (as shown by the context). With the polite 3'İ person 
imperative used for the 2" person we have bo kutsuz kovi tinliglar üdün 
ukzun bilzünlâr (TT W120-21) “May he, my lord, for the sake of these 
unhappy and wretched creatures tell us the means to remove their 
heresies and sins so that they may understand and know. The 
following, in an address to Buddha from the same text, is similar: amfi, 
tâyrim, bo montag târs tâtrü biliglig tinliglarka köni yol orok körtgürü 
bergây ârti, kim köni yolda, köni biligââ yorizunlar ârti, târs tâtrü törö 
kodzunlar ârti tâyrim (TT V1237-8) “1 wish you would now, my Lord, 
graciously show such perversely thinking creatures the right way, so 
that they would walk along the right road, according to the right set of 
mind and should give up perverse teachings, my Lord”. The repeated 
use of fâyritm “my god” as vocative, the 3'İ person reference to the 
addressee and the addition of âr-fi to both the main and the subordinate 
clauses are all for politeness” sake. The sentence bâgim fegin nâtâg 
yarlikasar ol yarligig bütürgâli anuk turur mân (U 11 47,11) “However 
my master the prince commands, I stand ready to carry out that 
command? is addressed to the prince mentioned in it; we see that the 3" 
person is used for the 2" person out of politeness also in the indicative. 

The most wide-spread sign of politeness is the use of the plural in the 
2 person pronoun (siz instead of sön) when referring to the addressee, 
and in 2" person verb forms with the addressee as subject. Thus the 
father of the good-thinking prince (KP 4,6) asks his son: amrak oglum, 
nâ üdün bususlug kâltiyiz “My dear son, why have you come in 
sadness?””. The plural polite counterpart of this form would have been 
kâltiyizlâr. Similarly in the imperative, kâliy can be used politely for the 
singular, kâliylâr for the plural. Mm anvamig yutuzluk al(i)nin “Take 
yourself A. as wife!” (M II 14.4,) the addressee is also, of course, 
singular. In rare cases honorific plurality even applies to nouns, as 
kutlug bodis(a)vt*-lar ârmâsâr bo yerkâ nân tâgmâgây ârti (KP 45,3-5) 
“If he weren't a blessed bodhisattva he would not have been able to 
reach this place at all”, said of a single person. 


CHAPTER SIX 
NOTES ON THE LEXICON 


The lexicon reflects the occupations of speakers and writers as well as 
their spiritual world. While the runiform inscriptions of the steppe 
empires have numerous horse colour terms, for instance, Uygur texts 
written by monks abound in religious terminology. While much of this 
latter terminology is borrowed, there also are numerous copy coinings: 
tuyunmis, e.g., means “enlightened” and thus corresponds to buddha, its 
Sanskrit source, and /uyunmak is eguivalent to Sanskrit bodhi or 
“enlightenment”. Scholars working on Uygur sources have been much 
interested in religious terminology; the fact that such a great portion of 
extant texts is religious makes a thorough understanding of this 
terminology essential for understanding them. With time, other 
semantic domains will also have to be looked at in greater detail; 
Ingeborg Hauenschild's work on animal and plant terminology (e.g. 
Hauenschild 2003) can here serve as model. Dankoff & Kelly 1985: 
247-274 have classified all the lexemes found in the DLT into semantic 
domains and sub-domains. Their overall domains are nature (with sub- 
domains such as astronomy, weather, time, light and dark, land features 
and many more), animals and plants, daily life, society, spiritual life, 
human characteristics, activities and miscellaneous actions, the senses, 
abstractions and miscellaneous relationships, particles (including, 
among other things, a very rich collection of onomatopocics). With this 
they took the first steps in research into lexical fields. Many entries in 
the UW constitute valuable and rich material for lexical research into 
Uygur, but it has as yet managed to cover only a small part of the 
lexicon of that largest part of Old Turkic. What we can here offer are 
only a few remarks on some lexicon-related matters. 


When dialects differ in the lexical domain, this is by no means in all 
cases linked to different living conditions or to different cultures; here 
is one example for what I mean: sezik “doubt” (together with seziksiz 
“doubtless, undoubtedIy”) is highly common in Buddhist texts but not in 
Manich&an ones; it was also borrowed into Mongolian. Manich&an 
sources have sezin& (and sezindsiz) instead (documented in OTWF 279- 
80). Both lexemes are, of course, derivates from sez(i)- “to have an 
apprehension”, but speakers of different dialects happen to have made 
different choices conceming the formative to use for this particular 


532 CHAPTER SIX 


content. Similarly, “beautiful? is only £ördlâ in Manich&an texts but 
cither körtlâ or körklâ in Buddhist ones, both forms ultimately coming 
from kör- “to see”. An example from the verbal domain is a/kan-, which 
is used beside its synonym a/ka- “to call out invocations (both in 
cursing and praying for somebody)” in Manich&an texts, while 
Buddhist texts only have a/ka- (cf. OTWF 587-8). 


One characteristic of the Old Turkic lexicon is the significant number 
of set expressions such as or ara kir- “to intercede?, which consist of a 
noun and a verb. We have set combinations with Turkic as well as with 
foreign nominals, e.g. asig fusu kil- “to benefit somebody? and ksanti 
kil- “to confess”. Orkhon Turkic xagan olor-, literally “to sit (as) king”, 
signifies “to rule”. Sük /ur- “to stay guiet” comes from an onomatopocia. 
Another phrase with an intransitive verb is /4$ bol- to meet”, which 
(unlike Sük fur- and xagan olor-) governs direct objects. Such instances 
are all lexicalised: Free object incorporation is not found in Old Turkic. 
One well-known domain for lexical phrases are the cuphemisms and 
circumlocutions used for “dying”, kârgâk bol-, tâyri bol- “to become 
divine?” or yok bol- in Orkhon Turkic or âföz kod- “lay down one's 
body? in Uygur (U TI 80,6); w€- “to fly (off) or uda bar- “to fly off 
were also used with this meaning. Orkhon Turkic &ârgâk bol- isa 
cuphemism, but Uygur apparently still has it only in its literal meaning, 
“to become needed”. The OB is particularly rich in loan-translated 
expressions copied from Persian. 

Set expressions should be distinguished from interal object 
constructions such as yol yori- “to travel? (e.g. in MaitrH XX 13r16), 
the common nom nomla- “to preach” or ant antik- “to swear an oath”; 
yol, nom and ant in these examples appear as dummy objects where no 
other explicit objects are to be mentioned. What is interesting about the 
last-mentioned phrase is that -(X)£- verbs (dealt with in OTWF section 
5.44) are otherwise all intransitive, so that anf is unlikely to be filling 
an object slot. Though the conditioning for the appearance of such 
dummy objects is syntactic, their choice is phraseological. ö/üt ölür- “to 
carry out a massacre” and dasuf CaSur- “to slander?” (OTWF 310-11) are 
another type of /figura etymologica, as syntagms consisting of 
etymologically related words are called, in which the eymological 
connection is certain but more opaguc. 

On the other hand it happens that certain implied objects are left 
implicit, such as sekirf- “let (one's horse) jump”, yügürt- “let (one's 
horse) run or the cases presented in Röhrborn 2000. One example is 
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Tuü 35 fay ün-tür-ü, which signifies “making (the army) get up at 
dawn”. 

A guite conspicuous feature of the lexicon are paired lexemes in the 
nominal or verbal domain: Numerous lexemes are used in fixed two- 
word seguences to render a single notion. They are cither synonyms, as 
inscriptional kü sorug “fame?, Uygur as azuk “food” (examples guoted 
or mentioned in UW 327), öc kâk “revenge” (and ö€ kâk al- “take 
revenge”), £öz yiltiz “root? or, in legal language, dam carim “objections”; 
more rarely, they are determinative seguences as isig öz “life”, literally 
“warm core?. Thirdiy, they can be complementary antonyms, as yer suv 
“country; the carth, the material world? 655 This last is not fused 
morphologically, as we find e.g. the accusative yerig suvug in BT V 
213. The joined spelling of the expression in TT X 371 is, nevertheless, 
iconic for lexical fusion. 4suy erindü “sin” is an example for a different 
matter to look out for when dealing with binomes: The first element is 
of foreign (Chinese), the second of Turkic origin. Examples for 
adjective pairs are fütrüm fâriy “profound? and bay baramlig “wealthy”, 
while yarok yalirik “gleam(y), bright(ness)” is used both nominally and 
adjectivally. All three show the strong tendency to alliteration, found 
also in a$ azuk and cam darim. ârt- bar- “to pass”, sâv- amra- “to like”, 
oz- kutrul- “to be saved” and fer- kuvrat- “to assemble” are examples for 
biverbs. The last three biverbs show the other strong tendency of 
placing the longer term second; this tendency can be observed also in 
bay barimlig, as azuk and dam darim. Im ka kadas “kinsmen”, yaviz 
yavlak “bad”, yul yulak “springs”, yüz yüzâgü or yok yodun kil- “to 
annihilate” the two elements are etymologicalIy related. The last four 
instances as well as yadagin yalinin “barefoot and naked”, yaylok yazok 
“erroneous” (< yaz- yayil-, where the longer element comes second), 
yakin yaguk “near”, yaro- yasu- “to gleam”, yayil- yaykal- “to shake and 
rock”, yiflin- yokad- “to disappear?, yumsak yavas “gentle”, yundig yaviz 
“evil” all show the particularly common alliteration with /y/. 

Alliteration is the instrument of rote rhyme, which dominates poetic 
structures both in Buddhist and Manich&an verse: Words do not rhyme 
at the end of stanzas but at their beginning, in the manner of the 
alliterating couples mentioned. For rote rhyme, however, not only the 
consonant is important, as in binomes and biverbs, but also the vowel in 
the alliterating syllable; couples like yi#/in- and yokad- would therefore 


685 N. Sims-Williams has, in different publications, pointed out that this corresponds 
to binomes in Bactrian, Khotanese and Mongolian which signify “irrigated land, landed 
property”. Mongolic yajar usu appcars (e.g. in the Secret History and in Ordos) to have 
the same sacral meaning yer suv has in Turkic. 
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be of no use for rote rhyme. The Old Turkic rote rhyme appears to have 
been visual and not auditive: o can rhyme with x, 6 with öğ, i with and 
e and the like. Zieme 1991 is the most authoritative and exhaustive 
treatment of this topic. 

Extemal influences on the lexicon came mainly from Chinese, 
Sogdian, Sanskrit“8© and Tokharian. Oarakhanid borrowed from Arabic, 
Persian and other Iranian languages. The vast majority of lexemes 
copicd from other languages is nominal. Both the Oarakhanids and the 
Uygurs made great efforts to translate foreign ideas, in many respects 
well surpassing copy coinings in modern Turkic languages. 

Loan translation is a domain which would benefit much from further 
exploration; it occurs, e.g., when we find ki/-ind “deed” translating Skt. 
karma because that comes from the root 4r “to do”. There are numerous 
such cases, e.g. the verb süz-ü/- “to have faith” which is calgued on Skt. 
prasad “to settle down” > “to become limpid (because this happens 
after impurities settle in a liguid)” > “to attain peace, faith”. ödgün 
barmis (Warnke 195) is copied from Skt. sugafa consisting of su “well 
and the perfect participle gafa from the root gam “to go”. Uygur has the 
adverbial instrumental ödgütn and the perfect participle bar-mi$tlar 
“the ones who walked?. We also have many cases where a calgue takes 
place in a particular context but has not been adopted by the language 
asa whole. Cf. the passive verb stem form yori-/- from intransitive 
yori-, which was created to translate the Skt. medio-passive caryate in 
Kinkashö A,d because the root car is a synonym of yori-. Maue 1989 
deals specifically with loan translations from Sanskrit in Sanskrit- 
Uygur bilingual Brâhmi texts, where Sanskrit has a preverb. In some 
cases which he mentions, such as anubadhnâti — eyin ulalur “is joined? 
or vairâgya — öyi bodolmak “lack of passion?” the connection seems 
clear. In others which he mentions, such as birgârü yigil- “to gather 
(intr.)?, örö kötör- “to lift up” or örö fur- “to stand up?” the fact of 
copying is not so evident. The author says that /ur- is also used for the 
meaning *to stand up”, but it is a fact that Old Uygur /wr- was a highly 
polysemic verb which was in need for specification. The guestion of 
what is copied and what is not, what is copied ad hoc and what has 
become a naturalised collocation in most cases needs more elaborate 
and detailed study before one can make such statements. The same 
holds for Röhrborm 1983, an important paper on this matter, and for 
Laut 2003, the most recent contribution in this domain: In the great 


686 The numerous Sanskrit loans normally reflect the Buddhist culture of the Uygurs 
and were borrowed through Tokharian, Sogdian or even Chinese but Zieme 2003 has 
pointed out a number of loans in different semantic domains. 
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majority of cases, the expressions Laut mentions (divided into “Lehn- 
schöpfungen”, “Lehnbedeutungen”, “Lehnbildungen / Lehnübersetz- 
ungen” and “Lehnübertragung”) are indeed clearly calgues. Are we 
sure, however, that the Old Turks needed a Sanskrit source to think of 
ayig kilin& as “sin” or âmgâk as “suffering”? These and numerous other 
terms were of course conceived of by Buddhists within the Buddhist 
way of looking at the world, but that would be true of practically every 
concept. 

In Erdal 1982 and in greater elaboration in OTWEF section 2.91 we 
mentioned that the metaphorical use to which Uygur -/Xe is put (see 
section 4.122) was probably copied from Tokharian, the ultimate source 
being Sanskrit. Pinault 2003: 47-53 studies this phenomenon by 
comparing the Maitr passages in which the corresponding Tokharian 
suffix appears with the Uygur translations of these passages. He also 
points out that Khotanese also has a suffix secondarily put exactiy to 
this use, thus showing that the phenomenon is truly arcal. 

Semantic shift within Old Turkic is another domain to be explored. It 
takes place e.g. in the words yaman, ayig and yaviz which, beside 
signifying “bad”, also got to be used to mean “very” (e.g. BT V 372). 
Another common phenomenon involving semantic shift is the 
movement of both nominal and verbal lexemes from concrete to 
abstract meaning. 

The study of Old Turkic phraseology should, of course, go beyond the 
lexeme collocations dealt with above. One common instance for a 
whole sentence used phraseologically is the expression #aki nâ ayitmi$ 
kârgâk * accusative, which literally signifies “What more is there to ask 
about (obj.)”; here are two examples among many: fâyri tâyrisi burxan 
irig yavgan köyüllüg yâk ibgâkniy köyülin ymâ tüzün yavas kilu 
yarlikadi; taki nâ ayitmis$ kârgâk kisi aZunin bulmi$ yalyuklarig (TT X 
15) “Buddha, the god of gods, has graciously softened the hearts of 
coarse and evil yakşas and bhütas; the more so (or “not to speak of”) 
persons who have attained human existence?; birök yüz öyi öyi ani tâg 
bâglâr bolsarlar, muntada bolup uigali yegâdgâli uguluk fârfmâzlâr, 
taki nâ ayitmis kârgâk yalyuz bir, kalmasapadi eligig (U 11 9,22) “Even 
if there would be 100 separate lords like him they would not be able to 
be present and manage to vanguish (me), not to speak of one king 
Kalmâşapâda alone”. 

What needs to be explored beyond phraseology are formulas 
characterising typical forms of texts, such as fables on one end of the 
spectrum, medical recipes or legal contracts on its other end; nor has 
there yet been any systematic study of Uygur religious formalisms and 
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their degree of dependence on specific foreign models. Text linguistic 
methods have been applied only to the Orkhon inscriptions (but not e.g. 
to the inscriptions of the Uygur Steppe Empire which follow these to a 
large extent). Let me here only mention a single Buddhist feature, the 
opening sentence of cach of the chapters of the Maitrisimit, a text 
describing the coming of the future Buddha, which runs as follows: 
amti bo nomlug savig ... *dA ukmi$ kârgâk “Now this dharma matter 
should be imagined in (place); this localises the content of the chapters 
in particular places in the holy geography of Buddhist scripture. 
Practically the same formulation is found also in the beginning of the 
avadâna text edited in TT X (lines 31-33): amfi bo savig magat ulusta 
.. bilmis ukmis kârgâk “Now this matter should be known and imagined 
(to have taken place) in the land of Magadhe”. 

Research on such and other pre-formulated units of Old Turkic 
language must be left to a different study. 
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discusses the Old Turkic language. Writings which deal with the content of Old Turkic 
texts or papers only trying to further their interpretation, without making statements on 
the language as such, have not been mentioned here, although the contribution of these 
latter to our understanding of the language is, of course, also highly valuable. Nor has 
general work on Turkic languages and their reconstructed prehistory been included, 
unless specific passages relevant to our topics are guoted in the present book. Adam et 
al. 2000 is an excellent bibliography covering research relating to the early Turks 
(though not guite complete conceming linguistic matters) and the reader is herewith 
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early texts in runiform or Arabic writing not covered by the UW, in the OTWF. OTWF 
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et al. 2000 nr. 1080); when a publication appeared too late to be included in Adam et al. 
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AO Acta Orientalia 

AoF Altorientalische Forschungen 

AOH Acta Orientalia Hungarica 

ATBVP Adam et al. 2000 nr. 547 

BeidaFu See Yakup 2000 

BSOAS Bulletin of'the School of Oriental and African Studies 
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Devatâ See Zieme 2002b 

Dispute See Zieme 2001 

DKPAMPb See Shögaito et al. 1998 
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Gedank See Laut 2002 
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detrimental verbs 228 
deverbal nominals 278 
deverbal noun 
dummies 419 
deverbal nouns 280 
diachrony 12, 14, 34- 
5,63 
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diacritics 37 

dialects 5-6, 8-16, 20, 
33,35, 74,93, 531 

diathesis 432 

direct speech strategy 
435, 488, 491 

direction of inference 
488 

directive 177-8, 185, 
196, 200, 206 

directive-locative 
178-9, 361 

disjunction 338, 452, 
507 

disjunctive oguestions 
411,417 

dissimilation 114, 
169, 179 

distributive odoubling 
219 

distributive numerals 
222 

distributive possession 
209-10 

doctrinal identity 325 

dominance 128, 152n., 
155 

double case suffixa- 
ton 169-70, 190, 
202-4, 213 

double negation 422 

double Object con- 
struction 363-6 

double spelling 44, 49 

double subject con- 
struction 382, 424 

doubt 276, 322,350 

downgrading 345, 501 

dreams 312, 323 

dummy objects 532 

durative 250-51 

carly sources 270 

echo answers 518 

elative o 150-51, 348, 
37 

elision 125 

ellipsis 324, 433 

emotive elements 353 

emphatic 
interrogatives 220 


empty slots 358, 434- 
5 

end stage of process 
253 

endearment 145-6, 
515 

English infinitive 489 

enumeration 508 

episteemic Oo modality 
272.215 

epistemic particles 
276 

eguative o 177, 183, 
313,319, 326, 360 

eguative of judgement 
377 

eguative of measure 
404 

ergative formation 151 

cuphemisms 532 

event comparison 469 

evidentiality 273, 294 

exclamatory 
interrogative (o 220. 
4530-51 

exclamatory sentences 
412,516 

exhortative 524 

existence o324, 326, 
416-8 

existential (o construc- 
tion 447 

exocentric phrases 392 

expanded O genitives 
169 

expectation 307, 410 

explicit vowel 39 

factivity 293, 319-21, 
454, 484 

facultative suffixes 
360 

failure 260 

fears 277 

female marking 156n., 
166 

figura etymologica 
532 

final meaning (o317, 
319-20, 329, 484, 
490 
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finality of 
deterioration 254 

finite verb position 
425 

finiteness o 233, 421, 
438 

first & second person 
subjects 361 

focus 425-7, 431 

formulas 535 

fractions 222 

fricative o assimilation 
117 

fricativity 62, 77-79 

fronting (o 12, 51-52, 
54-57, 95, 207 

fusion (o 125-6, 167, 
259,333, 380, 533 

future o 10, 14, 244, 
263-4, 270, 521 

future in the past 270 

future inchoative 256 

future orientation 409 

future perfect 270 

generalising doubling 
219 

generalising indefinite 
217-8,417n. 

generic reference 382, 
498 

genetic comparison 3 

genitive 168, 184, 
195, 360 

govermment 155, 279, 
336 

government of clauses 
404 

grading 150, 348 

gradual processes 253 

grief 353 

group inflexion 157, 
384 

habitual participle 290 

habitual subject 156 

haplology 123, 226n. 

harmony o fluctuation 
96 

headless relatives 448 

“helping vowels? 18, 
26,35, 111 

honorific plurality 530 
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honorifics 159, 528 

hope 520 

hortative 10-11, 236-7 

humans 158 

humility 529 

hybrid forms 327 

hypercorrection 122 

iconicity 422, 460 

immediacy 314, 475- 
6,481 

imminent action 253 

imminent future 244, 
254-5, 263, 271, 
307,355 

imperative 9, 350-51, 
497, 521 

imperfect o participle 
449 

imperfective 263, 289 

“impersonal? 358-9 

impersonal mood 522 

implicit causality 466, 
522 

implicit condition 
466, 499 

implicit objects 433, 
464,532 

implicit vowels (o 38, 
40 

implied verbs 148 

impossibility 16, 248, 
259-60 

“improper” 
postpositions 331 

inalienable possession 
162, 179, 312, 385, 
424, 463-4, 466 

inchoative 256 

incorporation, 
morphological 248, 
311 

incorporation, 
syntactic 357 

indefinite adverbs 
331 

indefinite article 359 

indefinite (o pronouns 
500 

indefinite temporal 
pronouns 475, 481 

indirect guestions 411 


indirect speech 209, 
455 

indirective 239, 268, 
274 

inferential 273-4 

infinitive (0278, 449, 
452 

inflectional 
coordination 508 

initial-transformative 
verbs 477 

inscriptional (o Turkic 
287, 379, 396, 421, 
435 

instigator 433, 449 

instrument 
relativization 441 

instrumental o 175-6, 
180, 183, 200, 310, 
326, 333 

instrumental clause 
457n. 

instrumental dative 
473 

instrumental 
imperative 236 

instruments 152 

insults 516 

intensification 150 

intensifying 
reduplication 341 

intention o247, 258, 
303 

intercalary *Xn* 398 


interjections 326, 
416, 516 

intermediate agent 
433 

intemaliy headed 


strategy 501 
interpolations 513 
interrogation 349-50 
interrogative particles 

518 
interrogative pronouns 

190, 416 
interrogative 

sentences 411 
interrogative- 

indefinites 191 
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interrogatives in Sifu 
430 

interruption 477 

intervocalic (o voicing 
315 

intransitivity 432 

intra-terminality 264 

intratextual deixis 
206 

introductory elements 
340 

intrusive (o consonants 
106 

'invisible vowels' 116 

irreal condition 497 

irreal wishes 523 

iterative 251 

izafet construction 406 

Khaladj 53n., 73, 81, 
207n. 

Khazar 4 

Khotan dialect 15 

Kipchak 9, 78, 237 

lack 229 

language contact & 
convergence 1-5, 
49, 57-58, 144n. 

left dislocation o 414, 
423, 425, 430, 449, 
502 

length units 226 

lexical unit 392 

lexicalisation 312 

lexicalised phrase 400 

lexicon 23-24 

limitative eguative 
376 

loan syntax 357 

loan translation 532, 
534 

loans 19, 21, 86, 96, 
170, 534 

local bases 203, 331 

local instrumental 379 

locative 151, 173-5, 
196-7, 204,319 

locative of goal 371 

logical seguencing 
460 

loose juncture 232 


lowering 13, 16, 34- 
35, 43-44, 59-60, 
88-91 

“majesties” 354 

Manich&an Oo sources 
83, 104, 161, 168, 
169n., 173-6, 179- 
80, 182, 186, 200, 
240-41, 243, 253, 
272, 283, 285, 288, 
293-5, 346, 367, 
370, 375, 379, 389, 
396-8, 400, 439, 
444, 446, 469, 479, 
485, 531-2 

man—nature 
parallelism 363 

manner 503 

manner Oo comparison 
468 

means of payment 
226 

measure words 226 

mental lexicon 148 

metanalysis 73 

metaphor 149-50, 
385-6, 535 

metathesis 18, 86, 
113-4 

metonymy 528 

middle voice (o 229, 
434 

military language 433 

mirative 273-5 

modesty 146, 529 

Mongolic 89, 94, 99, 
203 

morpheme Oo juncture 
128 

morphemes of 
inaction 259 

morphologization 
133, 257-8 

multiplicatives 224 

naming 506 

narrative mode 265 

nasal assimilation 12, 
99,117 

nasality 62 


necessity o244, 276, 
303, 308, 442-3, 
454 

negation 229-30, 239, 
241, 246,324, 422 

negative oconjugation 
18 

negative imperfective 
participles 291 

nexus 323 

nominal adjunct 
clauses 456 

nominal clauses 472 

nominal negation 10 

nominal sentences 
423,455 

nominal subjects with 
Ist & 2nd pers. 
verbs 421 

nominative 168, 360 

non-factivity 302, 454 

non-Teferentiality 359 

non-subject participles 
318,332 

noun phrases 359 

nouniness 282 

number 157 

number agreement 
389 

object nominative 362 

object o gualification 
445 

object o relativization 
439 

object o responsibility 
229 

object slots 419 

objective (o possibility 
260 

obligation 305 

obligue base 31, 133, 
186, 194, 196, 199, 
201, 204, 336, 397- 
8 

obscenities 520 

Oguz 9, 11, l4n., 
53n., 64, 72, 78, 
151n., 237,350 

“Old Turkic? 4, 6, 9- 
11,21 
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one-by-one selection 
224 

ongoing action 252, 
409 

onset clusters 105-6 

onset consonants 99- 
105 

onset devoicing 121 

opening slots 394 

optative 524 

oral characteristics 
515 

ordinals 222 

orientational suffix 
174, 181, 205,376 

Orkhon Turkic 52, 55, 
69, 80, 126, 133, 
160, 186, 225, 231, 
233, 239, 244, 262- 
3, 276, 294, 296-7, 
314, 334-7, 347, 
349, 357, 363, 388- 
90, 411, 417, 447, 
454, 458, 465, 472- 
3,488,492,511 

pal&ography 29 

parasitical (o alveolars 
114 

participant tasks 419 

participle of necessity 
133 

participles o 10, 153, 
250,278, 282 

particles 245, 327,329 

partitive relationship 
163,387 

partitive-locative 179 

passive 228, 433-4 

perfect participle 294, 
298, 449-50 

permanent o gualities 
229 

person-number 
category 232-3, 309 

personal pronouns 
192, 195, 427 

petrified converbs 
312,315-6 

phonetic dependence 
342 

phraseology 535 


560 


place relativization 
441 

planning 307 

pluperfect 269 

plural agreement 358 

plurality 158, 162-3, 
165, 195, 237, 239, 
246,389 

polite wishes 523 

politeness o 163, 237, 
350, 493, 515, 520- 
21,529-30 

polygons 225 

“possessive? 382 

possessive 
conjugation 233-4, 
296,318, 442, 454 

possessive 
constructions 417 

possessive dative 417 

possessive suffix 3.sg. 
332 

postelitics 342, 346 

postpositional phrases 
332 

postpositions 197, 
314, 327-30, 474-5 

postpositive con- 
junctions 329, 476 

post-predicative 
position 429 

post-terminality 252, 
268-9 

“postverbals? 247 

potential objects 152 

predicative (o ablative 
415 

predicative adjectives 
364, 420 

predicative dative 415 

predicative (o genitive 
365 

predicative participles 
233, 290, 449 

pre-established topics 
429 

preparative o converb 
465 

pre-preterite 266 

present perfect 255, 
268 


presentatives 202, 
354-5 
present renewal 233 
presumption 277 
presupposed truth 495 
prevention 410 
privative 149 
pro-adverbs 511 
proclitics 342 
professions & 
characteristics 148, 
292 
progressive variants & 
texts 12-13, 19-20, 
35,57 
projected action 303, 
409 
projection participles 
13, 281, 449, 454, 
472, 491 
prolative ablative 375 
prolative eguative 376 
prominent first 
position 383 
promises 525 
“pronominal? An 
160-62, 167-8, 191, 
195, 199,212 
pronominal base 336 
pronominal copula 
205,323 
pronominal dative 18 
pronoun Oo declension 
168, 191 
prop words 144 
proper names 144 
“proper? postpositions 
331 
Proto-Turkic 2, 5, 10- 
11,21, 196n. 
pro-verb-phrases 324 
proverbs o 284, 318, 
320, 401,415 
pro-verbs 511 
proximative 263 
punctuation 41 
Oarakhanid 8-9, 115, 
163, 197, 215, 230, 
236, 242, 253, 260- 
62,350, 495, 500 
guantification 377 
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guantitative / 
gualitative 333 

guantitative (oeguative 
376 

guantity 503 

guestion incorporation 
452 

guestions 518 

guotation particles 463 

guotation strategy 507 

readiness to act 521 

“reduced vowels? 59 

reduplication 151 

reference 164 

referential-denotative 
359 

reflexive verbs o 191, 
229,434 

registers 20 

TEgressive sibilant 
assimilation 102 

relational nouns 327- 
8,332,372, 466 

relational (o possessive 
suffix 181n. 

relative clause 
adjacency 445 

relative clauses 341 

relative (o conjunction 
502 

relative pronouns 
217, 448, 454, 502 

repeated action 248 

reportive 273-4 

“result? 437 

resultative present 
perfect 272 

resultative state 255 

resumptive opronouns 
502 

resumptive reference 
499 

reversive verbs 229, 
299 

rhematization 210 

rhetorical (o guestions 
416n., 430, 494n., 
516,518-19 

right dislocation 428-9 

right-branching 17 

rote rhyme 53n., 333 


rounding İl, 14-15, 
92-94 

runiform  inscriptions 
22, 232, 285, 341, 
363, 400, 402, 441, 
465, 476, 504, 531 

runiform script 4, 38- 
40, 63 

runiform sources 293, 
301,338, 375 

scope 275n., 327-8, 
337,342, 347, 463 

secondary case (30, 
197 

secondary Oo converbs 
318 

secondary stems 291 

self-depreciation 529 

semantic shift 535 

semantic 
subordination 509 

sentence adverbs 329 

sentence particles 328 

sentence-internal 
reference 512 

set expressions 532 

shared predication 
420, 470 

shared suffixes 509 

similarity 377 

similative o 179, 196, 
201,377 

simultaneity 459 

small clauses 307 

social positioning 247 

sociative meaning 361 

sonants 69, 78, 84, 
109, 121 

sorrow 353 

source orelativization 
441 

speaker”s volition 515 

spelling 19, 45, 80, 86 

spoken language 17 

states 251 

static local dative 367 

status 245,272 

stress 98, 215, 232, 
322, 423,427 

stressing subjects 209 

strong consonants 62 


stylistic variation 
376n. 

subject 163, 320, 361, 
424 

subject deletion 498 

subject participles 
282, 296-7 

subject pronoun 245 

subject gualifiers 438 

subject relativisation 
443 

subject sharing 508 

subordinated o mood 
525 

subordinating 
conjunctions 340 

subordination 337, 
462 

“such and such” 201 

suffix ordering 138 

suffix sharing 232 

suffixation 137-8 

“Suffixaufnahme?” 170 

suitability 305, 307 

summary 509, 511 

superfluous alefs 16 

superlatives 151 

supine 249-50, 281, 
308,317 

suppletion 314 

surprise 353 

switch reference 164 

syllable onset 106 

syncopation 17, 59, 
97-98, 106-7 

synharmonism 39, 86, 
128,133, 162, 335 

tag guestions 324, 519 

target 433 

target language 377 

task assignment 419 

taxis 245, 262-3 

temporal content 318- 
9 

temporal datives 367 

temporal expressions 
187-8 

temporal instrumental 
379 

temporal locative 371 
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temporal onominative 
365 

temporal postpostions 
402 

tense 245, 262 

text organisation 382 

textual freguency 168 

“there” deixis 208 

Tibetan script 42 

time adverbs 331 

time relativization 
442 

time units 226 

topic chain 511 

topic deletion o 455, 
484 

topicalisation 210, 
346, 348, 414, 424- 
5,431 

trace odemonstratives 
417 

transformation 322 

transition into States 
256,271 

transitivity 229, 417, 
432 

transposition o 138n,, 
142 

tripartite nominal 
sentences 412, 415 

two-tier case systems 
196 

“types of inaction” 228 

unlikelihood 277 

unrounding 89, 95, 
412 

unstable vowels 127 

urgency 522 

variable argument 
419, 435, 486, 498- 
500 

velars 29,44, 53-4 

veracity 349 

verb & noun 142 

verbal deference 528 

verbal plurality o 11, 
230-32, 434 

verbless object clauses 
451 

verbless relative 
clauses 388 
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verbs Of thought, zero derivation 228 
sensation & speech zero reference (o 406, 
364, 409, 504 419 

verification 349 zero slots 433 

version 247 zetacism 30, 84-85, 

vivid past 240, 263, 203,332 
266-7, 294 

vocative 351-3, 361, 

416, 517 

voice 228 

voice alternation 18, 
44 

voice assimilation 
115 

voice opposition 235 

voiced stop allophones 
117 

voiceless sibilants 38 

volitional clauses 493 

volitional verb forms 
233,492 

vowel alternation 
191-2 

vowel attraction 88 

vowel converbs 249, 

311-14, 333 

vowel length 39 

vowel raising 92, 95, 
192n., 197, 202, 

412 

vowel reduction 60 

vowel seguences 108 

vowels 27, 41-42, 45 

vying & cooperation 


228,433 
Wackernagel?s law 
347 
weak consonants 62 
weather and 


environment 464 
weight units 226 
word formation 30 
word order 306n., 357 
written language 34 
Yenisey  inscriptions 

352,354, 396 
yes / no guestions 411 
zero, (o morphological 

138 
zero anaphora (358, 

429, 510 
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/a/14,42,50,90, 93,97 

/a:/ 47 

adin 334, 393, 401 

alku 191,217, 225,231, 420 

alkutgu, alkugun 176, 226 

amari, amarilari 163, 226 

an* 126, 199, 205-6 

*an& 156 

anca 201-3,206,213,327,505, 511 

andada bârü, ancada ken 203 

andada 202, 213 

andadin 205 

andadin bârü 203 

andaginda 202, 327 

ancak 202 

andaka tâgi 202-3, 213 

andatkya 139-140, 202 

ancama, anca ymâ 206, 516 

andan 202 

andip 201, 206, 327,339, 511 

andula, andulayu 92, 198, 202-3 

andiran 203; cf. antiran, antaran 
and antran 

andirtin 203 

ani 200 

ani üdün 512 

anisda 201 

anilayu 198, 201 

anin 200, 236, 314, 487, 512 

anin 381 

aninda, aniyndin ken, aninsiz 197, 
205 

anta 173, 205, 476, 512 

antada, andada, antada, antadan, 
antadin, antadata bârü 203-4 

antaki 205 


antag 126, 133, 193-4, 201, 212, 
336, 429, 445, 447; cf. antâg. 

antag antag 201 

antak, anta ok 125 

antaki(y)a ok 106 

antaran 203 cf. andiran 

antâg 126; cf. antag. 

antin siyar 216, 503 

antiran, antran 203 

aya, ayar 18, 178, 200 

ayaru 200, 206 

ap, ap... ap 338, 509 

apam, apan 341, 496 

aratki 187 

artok, artok-i 42, 169, 221 

asnu 188, 205, 223, 331 

a$nutda 287 

asnuki 188 

asnurak 150 

ayi 18,345 

azu, azu ... azu 338, 406, 509 

azutda 287, 326 


/A/38,46,59, 89-90, 99, 123 127-8 

*A (part of proper names) 144 

*A (variant of dative suffix with 1“ 
and 2” person possessives)184 

*4- 90, 128, 149, 228 

-A 127-8,311, 458 

K(A)d- 128, 228 

AgU>4 123,243 

K(A)gU(n4) 25, 80, 127-8, 160-61, 
167, 169, 176, 183, 191, 211, 
225-6 

*AgUt 128, 146 

*Ak 145 
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*-(AJI 10, 237 

-(A)lim 10-11, 127-9, 230, 236-7 

*(A)n 60, 99, 128, 158 (plural 
suffix) 

*An (variant of instrumental -(X)n 

/x(Dn) 177 

*Ay 168. Variant of *(n) Xp. 

-(4)r 132 

-Ar barir 250 

-Ar 128, 131, 229, 240-41, 264, 
454; ef. -r, -Ir, - Ur, -yUr. 

-Ar- 79, 128 

KA)r- 127-8, 228, 331 

-ArsĞA 468 

-Ay, -Ay1, -(4)yn 235 

-(A)yin 55, 128-130, 235, 521 


/â/ 14, 45-7, 50-51, 300 

âe/X/6l 

âki, âkin, âkitnti, âkirâr 52, 88, 
161, 221-3; cf. iki ete. 

âkün < âkigün 52, 123 

âlig 50, 88, 97, 163, 220 

ân 151, 163, 345 

ân asnuki 223 

ân mintin 205, 345 

âr- 78, 193, 227, 229, 241, 245, 
249, 251-2, 255, 265, 270, 272, 
271, 283, 294-295, 321-4, 342, 
409, 418 

ârdök*in 245-6 

ârdök tâg 295 

âr-gây 31, 120, 245, 262, 272, 277 

âr-igli 287 

âr-igmâ 283 

ârinc 276, 322,328, 349 

ârip 245, 246 

ârkân (<*ârür kân ?) 124, 252, 
285, 287-8, 341, 477 

ârki 31, 78, 120, 276-7, 322, 328, 
350 

âr-kli 78-9, 118, 120-21, 285, 287- 
8,341, 477 

ârklli 78, 121 

ârmâsâr 338 

ârmâtin 245-6 


ârmâz 268, 290, 324, 412, 519 

âr-miğ 245-6, 268, 274, 301, 307, 
310,322 

âr-sâr 216, 218-9, 245-6, 303-4, 
307, 320-22, 324, 349, 425, 497 

ârti 255, 266, 521, 523 

ârü ârü 308-9, 322 

ârür 245, 268, 272, 290, 299, 322 

ât'öz 125, 149 


(b) 15, 62-3, 65-6, 99, 102,119 

b>m199 

b>v,63 

bana / bâyâ, bayaru 130, 194, 198 

bar 48, 88, 91, 99, 225, 227, 324, 
412,416 

bar- 99, 101, 214, 238, 247-9, 254, 
323 

barda 170, 225-6, 503 

bari 217, 225 

baslayu, baslayutda, basla-yuki 
223 

ba$tin-ki 188, 223 

*bâ 196 

bân 10, 12, 99, 117, 123, 130, 133, 
161, 191-2, 194-6, 198, 209, 
234, 245,332 

bâniny 198 

bârü (< *bâtgerü ?) 101, 123, 
178, 187, 195, 200, 206, 208, 
296,332, 402 

ber- 51, 138, 261-2, 294, 420 

bini 192, 195, 198 

bintâg, bintâgi 126, 133, 193, 213 

bir41, 101, 137, 139-40, 149, 155- 
6,159,161,164,177,188, 223-4 

bir ikinti birlâ 191, 198 

bir ikintikâ, bir ikintiskâ 191, 223, 
231 

bir kata, birâr kata 224 

birâgü 225 

biri, bir(i)si, birsi Isiyâ 141, 224 

birlâ, bilâ, bifr)lâkn 18, 111, 176, 
219, 278, 287, 312, 314, 322, 
325-8, 333, 475, 481 

birlâki 187 
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birök 176, 337, 342, 496, 501 

birök*in 326, 348 

biz 123, 144, 147, 160, 163, 189, 
192, 195-8, 209, 218-9, 222, 
234,455; cf. miz. 

bizdâ, bizinâ, biziydilâyü, bizindâ 
197 

bizin-*tâskisdâ 169, 197 

biziy, bizniy 44, 195 

bizindülâyü 92, 198 

bizintâ 173, 196 

bizkâ 196-7 

bizlâr 195 

bizni 167 

biznidâ 196 

biznilig 150, 196, 201 

Bin 193 

*bins 94, 205-6 

bo 18, 45, 123, 126,133,183, 191, 
193, 195, 197, 199-201, 205-6, 
210, 212-13, 219-20, 222, 224, 
231-2,332, 423 

botlarttakitkg 205 

bol- 229, 245, 249-50, 255-6, 271- 
2,276,294, 322,324, 409 

bol-Cun, bolmazun 235 

bol-gay 352 

bol-or, bolur 90, 272 

bol-up 219 

bol-zun 90 

bolgay 244, 272, 522 

bolmadai 289 

bolti 272 

bolu ber- 261 

bolzuni 236 

bun 94, 126, 183, 199, 205-6 

bunda / bunta 173, 199 

burun, burun-ki 18 

büntâgi 126, 193 


/8/ 56, 70, 83, 103, 109, 193, 207 

(113,113, 115 

dak 266, 343 

<EA 92, 128, 177, 190, 198, 202, 
318-9,322, 340,376, 390, 468-9 

-EAskyA 139 


#GAHAYyU 92, 177; cf. #GİİAyU. 

*GAxslg 139 

*di 129-31, 140, 148-9, 154, 177, 
243,279, 291-2 

-âI 243 

cl 345 

#ĞİİAyU 180; cf. #CAHAyU. 

*cU* 177, 198 

cU345,351, 522 

-CUk 114, 152; cf. -kUG. 

*GULTAyU 180, 190 


/d/ 62, 67, 69, 116, 118-9, 173-4, 
288,294,315,317 

(dl 62, 67-9, 100, 118, 121, 214, 
315,317 

d-6 67-8 

/d/ > /y/ 9, 19, 121-2, 316 

-de 234, 238, 246, 265-6, 273 

*dA (514) 13, 15, 68-9, 92, 118- 
9, 121, 128, 150, 173-5, 188-9, 
197,204,291,372 

*dA*kI 188, 387 

-dAĞI 11, 14, 68-9, 118-9, 149, 
230, 233, 243, 250, 263, 270, 
272, 282, 286, 288-90, 293, 
321,323, 421, 485, 508 

-dAĞI âr- 290 

-dAĞI ârti 270-1 

-dAdI bol- 250 

*dAm 91, 119, 128, 140, 146 

*dAn / *din 13, 69, 119, 174-5, 
281,375 

*dAS$ 140, 147 

-di /-ti315 

-d169,141,231,239, 245, 273, 298 

*dI 129; cf. #11 — sal. 

-dil4r 231, 239 

*din (© *dAn) 13, 174-5, 181,281, 
376, 457 

*dir / -dUr 203 

*dirtin 175 

-dOk (< -tOk) 27, 31-2, 69, 118-9, 
129, 163, 215, 238-40, 242, 
246, 281, 293-6, 298, 319, 375, 
431, 440, 443, 454, 469, 484-5 
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-dOk*dA 318, 320, 471 

-dOkdA Ok 472 

-dOkdA bârü 480 

-dOk*in (instrumental) 319 

-dOk*In ücün 319, 486 

-dOk ücün 485 

-dUm, -dUmUz 15-16, 93 

#dX* 197 

-dXgXz 239 

-dXm 68, 94, 265, 266 

-dXmXZ, -daXmXz 15, 93, 238 

-dXy 14 

*dXn 109, 123, 129, 174-5, 181-2, 
187, 205,331, 333, 386, 406 

*dXr* 197,203, 330 

*dXrAn, *dXrtin 84 

*dXrtl 84, 182, 203, 327 


151 67-9. 118-9, 121 


/e/ 12, 26-7. 42, 45, 50-52, Ol, 
107, 133 

(el 88 

eyin, eyen 51, 334, 395 


(£1 66-7, 117 


/g/ 13-15, 29, 44, 53-5, 59-62, 75, 
78-80, 91,95, 115, 117, 120-23, 
164, 172, 178, 185, 239, 244, 
287,320, 498 

(el 78, 121,172 

*gA 9, 171-2, 184; cf. *KA. 

-gA 128, 153-4, 207, 233, 242-3 

-gAk 128, 152 

-gAlI 128-9, 154-5, 230, 247, 249- 
50, 257, 259, 278-9, 281, 308, 
312, 317-8, 409, 479, 489-90, 
494,512 

-gAlI alk- 250, 317 

-gAlI ay- 409 

-gAlI âr- 244, 250, 255, 271, 308, 
317, 409 

-gAlI bol- 259, 275,317, 323, 409 

-gAlI kal- 250, 253, 260, 409 

-gAlI küsâ- 410 


-gAlI ötün- 409 

-gAlI sakin- 410 

-gAlI tâgimlig 384 

-gAlI tur- 249-50, 254-5,317, 409 

-gAlI u- 259, 409 

-gAlI ugra- 409, 410 

-gAlI ücün 308, 319, 327, 405, 490 

-gAlI yarlika- 409 

-gAlir 27,244, 252, 255, 263, 271- 
2,218, 307-8, 484 

-gAlIr ârkân 308, 478 

-gAlIr ârti 271 

-gAlI(r) ücün 320, 490-91 

-gAn 10, 15, 128, 143, 153, 155-6, 
233, 252, 282, 288, 290-91, 
297,320, 323 

-gAn bol- 256, 290 

**gAr 178 

tgAr- 79, 97, 177 

#gArU 123, 128, 177-8, 200, 312, 
374 

-gAy 10-11, 14, 120, 153, 207, 
233-4, 242-5, 263, 270, 272, 
321,520 

-gAy ârdi 270, 521 

-gAy ârki 521 

-gA(y) tâg 278 

-gAsOk, -gAysOk, -gAsOk 128-9, 
153 

-gI 120, 152; ef. -kI. 

*gi 186 

gil 18, 129, 235, 351, 522; cf. gUl. 

tell 225 

-ginc4 (< -(X)g*(5)1(n)4ĞA) 153, 
202,317-8, 327,479 

-gir- 248, 255 

-gOk / -gUk 120, 129, 152 

/g3/ > /$g/ 114 

gU31,349,518 

-gU 13, 18, 90, 128, ISI, 260, 
276-9, 281, 291, 301-5, 316, 
442-3, 454, 472, 484, 526 

-gU âr- 305 

-gU ârür, -gU ârmâz, -gU kârgâk, 
-gU ol 526 

-gU tâg 260, 276, 278, 306 


INDEX OF OLD TURKIC ELEMENTS 567 


-gU ülün 306, 308, 320, 491 

-gU*dA 303,319, 472 

-gUtkA 306,319, 360, 491 

-gU*sI yok 271,303 

-gU*sXz 303 

-gUc 152 

-gUCA 468, 497 

-gUCA ârsâr 305, 496 

-gUi 14, 149, 153, 229, 282, 286, 
291-3, 303, 443 

-gUl<-gUol 125, 526 

gUl 18; cf. gil. 

-gUlXk 13, 128-9, 147, 260, 301-3, 
306-7, 414, 442, 454, 484 

-gUlXk âr- 260, 527 

-gUlXk üdün 308, 491 

-gUlXk*4 yok 277 

-gUlXksXZ 152-3, 307 

-gUr 229, 237 

-gUr- 59 

-gUsXz 303 

*gX7 146 

-gXn 120, 129, 152; cf. -kXn. 


(v1 69, 77-9, 117, 120-21 


/W/ 21,30, 48, 53-4, 81-2 
(hj 82 
#4 101-2, 108 


/i/ 46, 55-6, 61, 89 

(1143, 88, 93, 206 

(i>eJ107 

id 107 

idi 18, 122, 245, 346 

ikâgü / ikigü 166, 225 

iki / âki 52,88, 137, 161, 221, 330; 
cf. âki etc. 

ikilâ, iki-lâyü 223, 328 

ikin 221 

ikixnti / âkinti 137, 207, 223, 227 

ikinti kata, ikintisi 224 

ikintiHlâyü 223 

ikintissiz 139 

ikintiskâ 137 

ikirâr 222 


ikisi 161 

ikisz 163, 225 

ilkki 79, 190, 223 

*in (instrumental suffix variant) 61 

incâ 56, 207,209. Cf. inda. 

indâk (< insdâ ök) 59, 91, 207; cf. 
indak. 

iynaru, (iyârü 196, 206; cf. ingaru, 
iyaru. 


11/46, 59,61, 129, 203 

-1127, 129,311, 458 

4-129 

*(YeAk 132, 145 

#lk 145-6, 242 

H(n)* (Variant of possessive 
suffix) 162, 207 

*(Dn (variant of instrumental) 14, 
175-6, 183 

#DyArU 185 

-Ir 129, 131, 240-41; ef. -r, -Ar, 
-Ur, -yUr. 

-(DsA- 123 

-(0)6-18, 110,241; cf. -(X)r-/ -(Ye-. 


fi/ 42, 46, 52-61, 66, 81, 91, 93, 
133-4, 206-7, 216, 301,352 

(143, 91,93, 284 

i>i,ii5l, 56-7, 96 

*/ (nominative of demonstative 
pronoun *in*) 207, 243 

i--yi-30 

id- 16, 126, 248-9, 251, 257, 420 

ins (demonstrative) 130, 162, 205- 
8,340 

ina 202, 206 

inaru 104, 204, 206-8, 332, 402; 
cf.naru. 

inda 56, 201, 206-7, 243, 332, 505, 
Sll; ef. indâ. 

incak 207; cf. indâk 

indama 206 


339 
ingaru, iyaru 200, 206, 332; ef. 
inaru, (i)yârü. 
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intin 205-8, 243,332 
0170, 84 


/K/ 44, 53-5, 75-7, 79-80, 88, 96, 
117, 119, 121, 126, 128-9, 131, 
172, 178, 287,320, 388 

(kl 78, 120-121 

kas, *ka 98, 191,210, 212, 214-5, 
340 

kac 212,214-5,218 

kac kata 214, 224 

katan < katdasn 215, 218, 331, 
481, 496 

kacanin 216-7 

kacan kata 224 

kal- 249, 253, 323, 409 

kali 215, 481, 496, 524 

kalti (<*kaslasti), k(a)lti 31, 203, 
213,215, 340, 470, 496 

kamag, kamig, kamug 123, 225-6 

kamagu < *kamag*agu 123, 226 

kamagun 176 

kamigu-ni 191 

kanda, kanta, kantta yan, kaya 
214 

kand(a)n 174,214 

kani 214, 518 

kantaran, kantiran < kanstirsan 
203,214 

kanu (< *kao ?), kanu, kanyu 12, 
15, 71-2, 126, 210, 215-6, 502; 
ef. kayu. 

kanyudun 181 

katin katin 327 

kat-a 224 

kayda 216 

kayul / kay' ol, kayu ol 125,215 

kayu — kayo 15, 191, 210-11, 215- 
16, 218-19, 222, 416, 443-44, 
cf. kaüu. 

kayutin siyar 216, 503 

*kA 9, 112, 128, 137, 171-3, 179, 
196; cf. *g4. 

#kA- 228 

kAn 344 


kâl- 247, 249, 253, 283 

k(â)i- 60 

kâm / kim 191-2, 210-12, 396, 499 

kântü / kândü 44, 191, 208-10, 
212,218-19 

kârgâk, kârâk, kârgâ- 15, 17-19, 
44, 79, 83, 122-3, 218, 227, 
412,415, 518, 526 

*ke&, ketdâ, ketdin, ken 179 

kedin 123 

kedirti 203 

ken 123, 204-5, 333 

keninâ 164 

kenki 188 

kerü (< *ke*gârü) 123, 178-9, 206 

kesrâ (< *kestsinsrâ ?) 179, 296, 
333,401 

kim biz, kim mfâ)n 218 

kim kayu 155 

kim*i, kimsinâ 191, 211-2 

kim 191, 210-13, 218-9, 222, 232, 
312, 322, 337, 341, 357, 435, 
443, 447, 451, 488, 492, 494, 
505-6, 525 

kimkân < kimskâ nân 126 

-k1 120; cf. -g. 

*kl 129, 156-7, 162, 170, 182, 
186-91, 205, 223, 331, 373, 
386,393 

*kI4ĞA 73 

KlüA471,73-4,106,128-9,137,139, 
145-6, 222, 515; cf. *k(I)yd. 

#kir- 114, 228,241 

*k()y4 (< *klü4) 33, 73, 106, 
139, 145-6, 529 

kil- 229, 420 

kk>k110 

kodi 345 

kOk (< (O)k Ok) 125 

kör- 85, 99, 117, 132, 147, 163, 
248, 258,294, 524 

körö 333 

kudi 334, 396, 402, 404 

-kUGĞ 114; cf. -cUk. 

kün-tüz 84, 203, 327 

-kXn 120; ef. -gXn. 
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1 59-62, 65-66, 68, 79, 84, 86, 91- 

93,102, 104-5,109,111-112, 114, 

116, 118-21, 132, 173, 177, 186, 

202, 232, 235, 238-9, 287-8, 294, 

465 

UV /3/85 

*l4201,213,315,330 

14 276 

*Kl4- 98, 128, 179, 223, 228,315 

MAK / Aİ4-41 214-5 

MAKA < HArskA 111 

xlAn- 228 

*l4r 104, 128, 137, 139-40, 150, 
157-9, 165, 191, 195, 230-32, 
234,237, 239, 283, 510 

-I4r 158, 231 

*lArl 165 

HAyU 177, 179-80, 190, 198, 201, 
204,223,312, 380 

*l€ >$ 102 

(ldJ 69 

HDdUrXk, o*ldruk, o *(YdArXk, 
Harak 17, 97, 111, 128-9, 146- 
7; ef. sirUk. 

#1129, 161, 166-7, 191, 509 

/11/>/V202 

iy <yi281 

/1r/ 106 

HXg3,14,31-32, 90-92, 129, 137, 
139-40,142,145,149-50, 155-6, 
161,177,180-81, 196, 325, 333, 
385, 396, 452, 535 

HXgU — HUgUfn) 128-9, 160, 
176, 180-81,314,379 

#EXk 129, 140, 144, 147, 306 

-EXn- 97, 229, 434 


/m 95,99,103,117,151,344 

m<b11,62,74,117 

#m9 < #b? 100, 198 

mA 91, 98, 107, 128, 170, 206, 
219,347-8, 517; ef. ymâ. 

-mA 152 

-mA- 85, 98, 128, 138, 156, 229, 
242-3, 278, 281,291, 303, 314, 
422, 486 


-mAĞ 112 

-mAcI 14, 18, 243, 263, 270, 272, 
290 

-mMAdAĞI 18, 243, 283, 286, 289, 
291 

-mA-dOk 18, 229, 239, 272-3, 276, 
294, 296, 298,321,421, 497 

-mMAdOkXm 422 

-mA-gincA 318, 479 

-mA-gll 286, 291 

-mA-gU 229, 421 

-mA-gUĞl 229, 283 

-mA-gUlXk 152,229,303, 307, 421 

-mAk 128, 279, 280-82, 303, 454, 
472, 526 

-mAk-*I bolzun, -mAk*lArl bolzun 
524 

-mAk*-IyA 319, 473 

-mAk*kA 112, 360 

-mAk*-lArIl bol- 281 

-mAk*-iXg 281, 438 

-mAk*-sXz 153, 282, 291, 303 

-mAksXzin, -mAkısXz*Xn 314, 
316, 458, 467 

-mAkHA 457 

-mAk ücün 280 

-mA-mAk 303 

-mA-ml$ 18, 229, 240, 273, 294, 
298 

-mAn 128 

mana 200 

manaru 194 

-mA-y-Xz 11 

-mAs 99, 242, 284; cf. -mAz. 

-MASA(r) 320 

mAt 342,344 

-mAtl 176, 213, 230, 278, 314-5, 
327, 458, 465 

-mAtl4n 55, 128-9, 230, 246, 252, 
278,310, 314, 327, 458, 465 

-mA-(X)yXn 317 

-mAyln 317 

-mAyOk tâg 469 

-mA-yOk 294, 421 

-mA-yOk-4kA 240, 319, 457, 486 

-(MA-JyU 317 
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-mAz 84-5, 99, 128, 241-2, 263, 
284,291; cf. -mAs. 

-mAz ârkân 478 

-mAzkAn 124, 288, 342, 472, 478 

mân, mn 10, 12, 44, 99, 192-3, 
198, 204, 209, 234, 245 

müân*ig 193 

mân“*iysiz 169 

maâncâ 198 

mâniy 15, 197 

mâniyniny 197 

mânsiz mâniysiz 169 

müânsiz 196 

müântâ 192 

mânâ 74 

mâyârü kâlip 194 

mindidâ 92, 197, 204 

mini 192, 219, 231, 236 

minidâ 196 

minig 15, 192 

minin, mintâ 192 

mintâdâ, mintidâ 204 

mintin 196 

mintirdin, mintirtin 197, 203 

miz 234; cf. biz. 

min (clitic 1“ person pronoun) 193 

-mls 55, 59, 83, 129-30, 143, 157, 
229, 233, 238-9, 245-7, 255, 
265, 268-9, 271-4, 276, 284, 
293-4, 296-300, 319, 321, 323, 
421, 436, 439, 469,484, 526 

-mls ârgây 270 

-mls ârü, 268-9 

-mls bol- 272 

-mls kârgâk 525 

-mls ol 243, 269 

-ml$ tâg 469 

-mls tur- 250 

-mls ücün 319, 485 

-mlS$GA 468-9 

-ml$4dA /-m1$-tA (bârü) 318, 320, 
473-4, 480 

-mls-*din 474 

-mls-4Im bar 298 

-mls*kA 55, 240,319, 486 

*mls / -mX$ 220 


min 205 

min-da 94, 205 

min*tin 94 

mindida 197 

minta ken 205 

mintada adin, mintada ken 204 

mintada 94, 197, 204-5 

mintida in/ajru 204 

mintida 197, 204 

mintin 206 

-mi$*-ka 130 

mon* tâg 193 

montag 126, 133, 193-4, 201, 212, 
336 

mun 206 

muna 202, 206, 355-6, 521 

mun*da*kya 139 

mundada (bârü) 202-3 

mundan 202 

mundulayu 92, 198, 202 

mundada 204 

mundirtin 203 

muni 194, 200, 205 

munilayu 198, 201 

munin 200 

muninda, munindin 197 

munisiz 196, 201 

munta 205 

mun*tatda 94, 197, 204-5 

muntadan 204 

muntaki 205 

muntin 206, 208 

muntiran 203 

muntuda 204 

munun 200 

muna, muyar 18, 200 

mU 94, 99, 128, 133, 137, 245, 
342, 347, 349, 411, 430, 512, 
516,518 

-mXr 93, 112 


/m/ 12-13, 62, 68, 72-4, 79, 84, 99, 
102, 104, 109-10, 114-5, 117-8, 
120-21, 128,132, 150, 152, 160, 
168-9, 171, 173-4, 177, 183-5, 
238-9, 287-8, 294,314, 346 
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*n* 15, 161-2, 167, 180, 191, 195- 
6,199, 206,212,330 

9n# 158 

n-y74 

naru 104, 206; cf. inaru. 

nâ 99, 191,201, 209-13,215,217- 
20, 322, 451, 453, 476, 481, 
505,516 

nâ * -(X)p 310 

nâ ârsâr 125, 219; cf. nâzâ. 

nâ nâgü i$ 211 

nâ törlüg, nâ yanlig 217 

nâ ymâ 214, 516 

nâk(A)gU4IXK, nâg(fü)lük 60, 123, 
211,213,243,413 

nâ*siyâ, nâgütsiyâ 212 

nâsdâ 92, 212-15, 217, 453, 500, 
503-4; cf. nidâ. 

nâcâ mâ 495 

nâcâdâ 202,213, 215, 218, 481 

nâcâkâ tâgi 213 

nâdcük, nâdükin, nâdüklüti 213, 
470, 482 

nâdâ ötrö 505 

nâdâ 212 

nâgü 211, 454 

nâgük < nâgü (ö)k 123,211 

nâgüdâ ötgürü 211 

nâgül < nâtgü ol 125 

nâkâ 212 

nâlök, nâlük 31, 60, 123, 213, 243 

nâmdâ 214 

nâmüân 213 

nândâ 212 

nân 99,213, 216-7, 346 

nârâk, nâ kârâk 123, 125-6 

nârgây, nâ ârgây, n(â)rgây 125, 
322 

nâtâg, nâ tâg 133, 212-3, 336,471, 
503-4 

nâtâgin, nâtâglâti 133, 213 

nâzâ 125, 219; cf. nâ ârsâr. 

Ind) 69 

nicâ 92; cf. nâdâ. 

*niy 212 

#nl 18, 167, 170-1, 186, 191-2, 


196, 205,212, 225-6 

*nl* o (pronominal (o intercalary 
element) 196 

#nly, #nUy 94, 169; cf. #(n) Xp. 

*/nk/ > /y/ 81 

(ns) > (nğj 152 

#nXıpsdA 190 

*(n)Xy 61, 80, 128-9, 168-9, 195; 
cf. nl, *#nUy 

/ny/ 13, 74, 181 


/y/ 14-15, 29, 44, 80-81, 110-111, 
117, 162, 169, 206, 219, 453 
191 80 


/ü/ 12-13, 33-4, 62, 71-5, 80, 110, 
181,210 

ü>n 16 

A>y19,34 

ü>yn72 

(ac) 95, 130 


/0/ 42, 48-50, 88, 90-91, 129, 380 

(01 42,88, 90-91, 129 

0/6 27 

-0/-ö 90; cf. -U. 

ol 18, 32, 49, 133, 190-91, 198-9, 
201-2, 205-7,212,215-16,218- 
19, 224, 228, 231-2, 234, 240, 
272, 282, 298-9, 305-8, 310, 
316,321,323-4, 357,414 

olar (< *ol4lar) 112,202, 231 

ona 202, 206 

-or / -ör / -ür 90; cf. - Ur. 

os 199 


/0/ 127, 129, 131,412 

Ok, (0)k 45,91, 95, 125, 129, 133, 
137, 150, 152, 154, 201, 207, 
219, 242, 245,310, 314, 342-3, 
347, 425, 431, 472, 476, 512 

-(O)k, 99, 110, 127, 129,132, 152 


/6/ 48, 81,88, 91, 129, 380 
(6142,88,91, 106,121 
öyi 169, 176, 225,314, 328 
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örki 221 

öztintiysdâ 169, 210 

öz 144, 146, 149, 154, 169, 184, 
186, 191, 208-10, 357 

özgâ 170,316 

özün / özin 175 


/p/ 62, 65-7, 93, 95, 100-102, 116- 
7,151 
#p 65,101 


lal 75 
lg Xx) 77 


/r/ 15, 17-18, 53, 59-62, 65, 68, 73, 
79, 84-6, 91-2, 99-102, 104-6, 
109-16, 118-21, 128, 132, 173, 
178-9, 199-200,235,238-9,241, 
287-8, 294, 320,333, 344 

/r/ — (2/30 

9r#> “2485 

-r 85, 131, 240-472; ef. -Ar, -Ir, 
-Ur, -yUhr. 

*rA 89, 131, 168, 178-9, 182, 187, 
318,333, 373, 386 

#rA/yA 128 

9rA- 114, 228 

*rAk 142, 150-51 

*(r)Ar 128, 220, 222 

(r6J 119 

irg| 78 

/rk/ 132, 287 

(roy 111 

/rp/ 132 

/rs/ 85 

*rU 178 

*ry 179 


/s/ 83, 102, 116, 121, 128, ISI, 
162, 236, 239 

(ıs) 106 

*s 158 

sâ < saya 80 

sa- 320 

san*isda 15, 162 

saya 80, 130, 192, 194, 218; ef. 


SsâNyâ. 

sayar 194 

sayu 335, 405, 475 

-SA 15, 17-18, 72,83, 112; ef. -sdr. 

-sA bol- 259 

-sA kârâk, -s4 kârâk ârdi 523, 527 

-sAr 15, 17-19, 72, 83, 112, 128, 
213, 215, 219, 234, 246, 266, 
276, 309, 318, 320-21, 435, 
448, 494, 499; cf. -sA. 

-s4r ymâ 496 

sâkiz on (>sâksön) 89, 115, 220 

sân, sn 44, 130, 191-4, 197, 204, 
214-5, 219, 230, 357 

sâyâ 194; cf. saya. 

sânin 198 

sâniydâ, sânindin, sâninsiz 197 

sânlâr 195; cf. silâr, sizlâr. 

silâr 195; ef. sânlâr, sizlâr. 

sintdi-dâ 92 

sindirtin 197, 203 

sini 192 

sinidülâyü 92, 198 

sinidâ, sinidin 196-7 

sintâ 192, 196 

sintâdâ, sintidâ 197 

siz 54, 133, 157, 160, 163, 165, 
169, 192, 195, 200, 214, 225, 
228,230 

sizin, sizân, sizniy 44, 195 

siziyâ, sizinârü, sizintâ 192, 194, 
196 

sizintâg 126, 133, 194, 196 

sizlâr 195; cf. sânlâr, silâr. 

sizni 192, 194 

siznicilâyü 92, 198 

siznidâ 196 

*s/g 129, 139-40, 142, 146 

*s// 146 

sIn (clitic 2" person pronoun) 193 

K(S)1(n4), #(s)i(n4) 13, 55, 128-31, 
150, 162, 167, 173, 175, 178, 
184-5, 207-8, 223 

*-(s)In (accusative) 130 

*S)IyA 80, 184 

*sMIyArU 80, 185 
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*(s)Inly 184 

*s/r4-84, 87, 128-9, 149, 228, 297 

*s/z 149 

*s/ 332 

siyar 178,208, 221,332, 403, 483 

siyaru 162, 178, 208 

/sk/ 198 

soka / suka 331, 344 

*sOk 129, 153 

-sU, -sUn, -sUnl 236 

-sUn ârti 523 

-SXK (< -sik 7) / -sXg 13, 129, 163, 
230, 234, 238, 242, 244, 248, 
276, 279, 289, 301-2, 304, 440, 
443,454, 526 

-sXk*-Xy 238, 244 

-sXk- (< -(Xz-(Xk-) 116, 121, 
129, 228,248,434 

*sXz 14, 61, 84, 87, 129, 139-40, 
143, 149, 156, 177, 196, 228-9, 
316 

*sXAzXn 176 


(8/14, 65-7, 77-8, 83-4, 100, 102-3, 
106,109, 117, 124,239, 296,351 
(8129 


/167,69,103,112,114-6,315,317 

(tJ 69-70, 118 

taki 150, 170, 337, 349, 478, 509 

tap-a 66, 178, 333, 404 

iAg, *tAg 133, 336; ef. tâg. 

tâg 126, 133, 137, 164, 179, 189, 
193, 201, 209, 212-3, 332, 340, 
396, 404-5; ef. (Ag. HAg. 

tâgâl 412 

tâgi 188, 334, 399 

te- 51, 209, 283, 310, 325, 455, 
504-5 

te-gmâ 283 

tep 44, 492, 505 

te-r 241 

#1 4dI213,223,315,330; cf. tdl. 

tokuz on, tokson 89, 115, 220 

tolp 225 

/tr/ 97 


9/r1- 228 

*trUk 97; cf. -()dUrXk. 

-trU9 < -tUr-U9 97 

i6>1110 

tur- 247, 249, 250-1, 255, 323, 
325, 409 

/turu/ 106 

turur 250-51, 255, 305, 325-6, 413 

-tUr- (5 -dUr-) 38, 69, 90, 116, 
128, 229 

-tUrXi- 228, 433 

tükât- 249, 256-7 

tüzü, tüzüskgü 170, 225-6 

iv> vt 86 

-tXI- 97, 228, 299, 433 

-1XZ- 97, 228, 434 

iz>ts116 


1/42, 59, 64,88, 91, 93, 128 

Tul 90 

u- 126, 228, 248, 258-60, 275, 409 
u-sar, u-yur 258 

ulati 31, 169, 204, 403, 509 

u-ma- 127, 230, 275,311 

una 202, 206, 266 


/U/ 18, 46, 59, 61, 89-91, 93, 99, 
128-9, 131, 158 

(u| 90 

-U90,128,258,311,458;c£.-0/-ö 

sU 228 

*U- 90, 128 

-U alk- 250, 409 

-U âr- 250-52 

-U bar- 250,253 

-U basla- 249 

-U ber- 262 

-U bil- 260 

-U birlâ 327, 405, 475-6 

-U bol- 259, 275 

-Uid-, -U kal-, -U kâl- 250 

-U ötün- 409 

-U tur- 250 

-U turur 264 

-U tut- 250 

-U tükât- 250, 409 
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-U yarlika- 409 

-U yori- 250 

-U uma-, -UmA- 127, 259 

*(UlmUZz / #(U)mXz 15,93, 161 

(uo, üö| 49 

-Ur 90, 128, 131-2, 229, 233, 240- 
41, 263, 282, 284-5, 287-8; cf. 
-or/-ör / -ür, -r, -Ar, -Ir, -yUr. 

-Ur- 38, 72, 128, 229 

- Ur ârkân 458 

-Ursd4 318 

-(Wisci 149, 154 

-(UY)t 90,132, 152, 238 

*(U)t 128, 158 


u- 126, 228, 248, 258-60, 275, 409 
u-sar, u-yur 258 

ulati 31, 169, 204, 403, 509 

u-ma- 127, 230, 275,311 

una 202, 206, 266 


/ü/ 88, 129 

füJ 88 

ücün 141, 149, 154, 159, 161, 163, 
170, 188, 278, 280, 296, 300, 
302-4,307-8, 404, 484, 487, 490 

üzâ 31, 150, 179, 181-2, 280, 328, 
333, 400, 405, 457 


/wl 62, 64-7, 95,99, 102, 119, 123 
(v1 63-66 

W m 62 

-vl 65, 129 


/VeVe/ 124 
(V&İVJ: (V4VJ 113 


İW 64, 67 
(w1 63-5 


(xJ 76-8, 117 
xanda, xayu 77 
xw21 


/X/ 38, 46, 59-61, 88, 90-91, 99, 
127, 129, 131, 158, 169, 180, 
185, 203,301 


*()€ 145 

-()d- 229 

*(X)g 18, 61, 129, 167, 170, 226 

-(0g 61, 90,110, 132,152-4,317 

-(Ogdl 149, 153, 323 

-(gdl bol- 256 

-(gli 14-15, 78, 120, 129, 233, 
265, 282, 285-8, 320 

-(OeiXe (< -(X)etiXg) 152-4, 286 

-(XgiXk 153 

-(OgmA 14-15, 127-9, 233, 282-3, 
291 

-00gs4- (< -()gis4), (s4 
123, 153-4, 228,302 

KA)k- 79, 97, 129, 132, 228,241, 
532 

-()k- 97, 129, 132, 229, 241, 434, 
517 

-(X)1 129, 228 

-(X)1- 14, 85, 90, 97, 129, 248, 433 

-(X)m 14, 129, 152-3, 227, 389 

#(X)m 129, 156, 166,318 

K(X)mA (5 #(X)mk4) 178, 184 

#(X)mArU 178, 185 

-(X)m-cl 149, 154 

*(min 185 

-(X)miXg 153, 154, 155 

-(X)msin- 228 

#(X)mXz 15, 61,93, 225 

#(X)n 14, 55, 61, 129-30, 175-6, 
180, 183 (instrumental suffix) 

-(X)n 142 

-Xn 90, 128, 152 

*Xn 169 (dissimilatory variant of 
0) 

*Xn 185-6 (accusative marker after 
possessive suffixes) 

*Xnx (intercalary element with 

pronouns) 196 

-(On- 61, 94,142, 229,434 

-G0nc< -(X)n-(X)s 110, 115 

-(0n€ 90, 110, 129, 152, 155 

*(X)nc 220, 222 

-(Gndig (< *-(X)nctsig) 129, 152 

-(GOnesXz 152-3, 177,311 

-(OnesXzXn 176 
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-(OncU 113, 128-9, 148, 152 

-(0)y 61, 129, 237, 520 

*(X)y 129, 160, 165, 184,234 

KX)yA 80, 184 

*(YyArU 80 

*(yin 185 

-(Oy-lAr 9,237, 520 

-(OyUr 237 

-(Ö)yXz 61 

*(0y(0zl4r 165 

-(Op alk- 250, 409 

-(Op anin 513 

-(Op âr-250,252,311 

-(X)p bar- 250, 253, 254 

-(G0p id- 257 

-(X)p kal- 250 

-(X)p kod- 409 

-(Xp tur- 250, 255 

-(0p 13-14, 17, 61, 90, 94, 129, 
132, 143, 177, 201, 206, 219, 
229-30, 246-7, 249, 251-4, 257, 
260-61, 278, 308, 327, 458-9, 
476,481, 510-11 

-(OpAn 13, 15, 128-9, 176-7, 229, 
278, 308-10, 314, 327, 458 

-(X)pAnin 15, 236 

-(OpAnXn 13, 176, 310, 458 

KA)rKA- 128-9, 228 

-X$ 124, 128-9, 142,152, 155 

*Xs 146 

-(X)s- 137, 142, 228, 249, 433 

-(00$-4€1 149 

#(X)1 129, 158 

-(X)6- / -(06 18, 70, 97, 110, 120, 
129, 131-2, 229, 232,241, 299, 
311,315,433; ef. -(Wr-. 

-(00yXn / -(A)yXn / -yXn 129,316 

-(X)z 129, 152, 242 

*(X)z 129, 160, 162-3, 191, 195, 
225 

-(X)z- 129, 229 


/yl 12-13, 19, 30, 34, 44, 52, 54, 
62, 69-74, 81, 95, 107, 110, 
121,123, 131, 210, 243, 533 

(y134, 75, 99 


(ja, *y4 69,121, 131, 172-3, 179, 

187, 196 (vocative element) 

ya 354 (exclamation) 

yan, yAn 80, 128, 133, 137, 214, 
336 

yana, yânâ (ök), yenâ 51, 95-6, 
107, 150, 165, 328, 338, 509 

yapa 226 

yarli(g)ka- 10, 18, 44, 112, 241, 
247, 262, 409, 529 

/yu 96 

ymâ / yâmâ 44, 91, 95, 107, ISI, 
159, 163, 167, 258, 329, 337, 
342, 347, 458, 495, 509, 512, 
517; cf.mA. 

/yn/ 74 

ynâ, yüa 95 

yok 221, 229,324,412,416 

yolsi 164, 224 

yomki, yomkitgu 225-6 

yori-17,248-9,251-2,323,325,534 

-yOk (-yUk 7)21, 27, 73, 129, 240, 
245, 263, 266-8, 272, 278, 293- 
4, 299-300, 421, 438 

yr>ry 281 

-yU 128,311, 458 

-yUr (< -yU âr-ür 7) 128, 131-2, 
240-41; cf. -Ar, -Ir, -Ur, -r. 

yin<yn'72 

#yV* << #V9 108 

#yVCV9 >#yCV9 107 


Iz) 106 

/z/ 30, 62, 68, 83-5, 105, 116, 118, 
121,163,179,236,241-2, 445 

z-rs$84 

-z163,241-2 

-ZU, -zUn1 236 

-zUn 83, 121, 128, 231, 236-7, 
492, 525; cf. -ZUhn. 

-zUnin 176, 236 

-zUnl4r 231, 237 


(ZI 70, 83-4, 105, 235 
-ZUn 235; cf. -zUhn. 


